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November 1, 2016 

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 

The Honorable Kimberly D. Bose 

Secretary 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

888 First Street, NE 

Washington, DC  20426 

Re: Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. 

FERC Docket No. ER17-____-000 

Proposed Competitive Retail Solution in new Module E-3 and corresponding revisions to 

existing Tariff sections in Modules A, D, and E-1.  

Dear Secretary Bose: 

The Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”), through this filing, 

proposes a new Module E-3, and corresponding changes to Modules A, D, and E-1, to its Open 

Access Transmission, Energy and Operating Reserve Markets Tariff (“Tariff”).
1
  Among other

things, these proposed changes establish a Forward Resource Auction (“FRA”) that will 

complement the existing Planning Resource Auction and is designed to assure the resource 

adequacy needs of Competitive Retail Areas are appropriately met.  MISO’s Competitive Retail 

Solution (“CRS”) creates this FRA based upon the construct of the forward capacity markets the 

Commission previously approved and found just and reasonable for ISO-New England, Inc. (“ISO-

NE”) and PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (“PJM”).  The prices suppliers will be paid for capacity they 

sell in an FRA will be set based upon a downward-sloping demand curve consistent with the way in 

which the Commission has authorized capacity prices to be set in ISO-NE’s and PJM’s forward 

capacity markets, as well as the capacity market operated by the New York Independent Operator 

System, Inc. (“NYISO”).   

To ensure that all interested parties, including the Organization of MISO States (“OMS”) 

have additional review time to consider the proposed Tariff revisions and supporting materials, 

MISO respectfully requests that the comment date for this filing be extended and set to thirty days 

(i.e., December 1, 2016). 

1
MISO makes this filing pursuant to section 205 of the Federal Power Act (“FPA”), 16 U.S.C. § 824d, and section 

35.12 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC” or “Commission”) regulations, 18 C.F.R. § 35.12 

(2016).  All capitalized terms in this filing that are not otherwise defined have the same meaning as they have under 

the current MISO Open Access Transmission, Energy and Operating Reserve Markets Tariff. 
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I. Executive Summary

As the electric industry continues to experience change and evolution, new challenges are 

emerging.  While traditionally-regulated States typically have regulatory authority to respond to 

changing conditions, Competitive Retail Areas in the MISO footprint—Local Resource Zones 

(“LRZs” or “Zones”) 4 and 7—do not have a mechanism to address long-term resource 

adequacy.  The FRA established within the CRS creates a capacity market construct that can be 

utilized to meet the long-term resource adequacy needs of Local Resource Zones 4 and 7.  The 

CRS is narrowly tailored to Competitive Retail Areas, does not infringe upon State authority in 

those areas, and does not impact State planning processes in traditionally-regulated States across 

the MISO footprint.
2
  In December of 2015, the Commission explicitly “recognize[d] that MISO

is working with stakeholders to explore potential revisions to the capacity construct, including 

concerns specific to Zone 4, and … encourage[d] them to continue doing so.”
3
  Here, MISO

presents the Commission with Tariff revisions to its capacity construct that respond to the 

Commission’s direction, and which are the result of extensive stakeholder discussions.  The CRS 

is narrowly tailored to Competitive Retail Areas and does not apply to traditionally-regulated 

States.  

Time is of the essence in addressing the resource adequacy risk in Competitive Retail 

Areas.  The results of the OMS-MISO Survey already show a strong potential for the 2018 

reserve margin to fall well below MISO’s current minimum reserve margin requirement.  Failure 

to approve reforms that can be implemented in 2018 would imperil MISO’s ability to avoid 

shedding firm load.  Barring prompt action by the Commission, MISO’s resource adequacy 

conditions will further deteriorate.  The implementation of MISO’s CRS proposal will provide 

the certainty to the market required to assure sufficient resources remain available in 2018 and 

beyond. 

Moreover, as demonstrated in the analysis prepared by MISO’s independent and expert 

consultants, The Brattle Group, “MISO’s current capacity market design is unlikely to attract and 

retain sufficient merchant capacity to meet MISO’s 1-in-10 reliability standard in the long 

term.”
4
  Competitive Retail Demand relies on such capacity, among other resources and

arrangements, to meet its capacity needs.
5
  Because the existing resource adequacy construct

may not meet future reliability needs for Competitive Retail Areas, the proposed Competitive 

Retail Solution is necessary to supplement MISO’s existing resource adequacy processes.
6

Further, the results of the 2016 OMS-MISO Resource Adequacy Survey (“OMS-MISO 

Survey”) indicate significant risk of serious capacity shortfalls, particularly in restructured 

2
Tab A, Richard Doying Testimony, at 5-7 (“Tab A, Doying”). 

3
Public Citizen, Inc. v. Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., 153 FERC ¶ 61,385 (2015) (“December 

31 Order”) at P 176.  
4

Tab C, Testimony of Dr. Samuel A. Newell, Dr. Kathleen Spees and Dr. David Luke Oates on behalf of 

Midcontinent Independent System Operator Regarding the Competitive Retail Solution, at 4. (“Tab C, Brattle”). 
5

 Tab A, Doying at 4-5.  
6

Tab A, Doying at 8-10. 
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jurisdictions with competitive retail choice.
7
  While such risks can be timely addressed in States 

with regulatory authority over long-term resource planning, this is not the case in Competitive 

Retail Areas which depend on capacity market price signals to incent resource investment.
8
  Due 

to the sense of urgency associated with addressing this issue, and the long timeline and extensive 

requirements necessary to implement the proposed Forward Resource Auction, MISO requests 

approval of these revisions to be effective March 1, 2017.  

 

More specifically, these challenges need to be addressed, with solutions implemented, 

prior to the 2018/2019 Planning Year to address persistent resource adequacy concerns affecting 

Competitive Retail Areas.
9
  As discussed below,

10
 an effective date beyond March 1, 2017 would 

likely make implementation of this proposal in advance of the 2018/2019 Planning Year an 

impossibility due to the many tasks that need to be undertaken by MISO and impacted Market 

Participants.  

 

As part of the extensive stakeholder process resulting in the Competitive Retail Solution, 

MISO’s Independent Market Monitor (“IMM”), among other stakeholders, offered an 

alternative, high level proposal intended to address the acknowledged issues described generally 

above. The proposal offered an alternative conceptual framework, but not the detailed design or 

Tariff language required to effectuate its high level concepts.  Nonetheless, MISO carefully 

considered the IMM’s recommendations, provided multiple opportunities for those 

recommendations to be presented to stakeholders, and worked directly with the IMM to 

determine whether a compromise proposal could be developed. Ultimately, MISO determined 

that the IMM’s high level proposal was fundamentally flawed and, in any event, could not be 

implemented in time for the 2018/2019 Planning Year.  

 

Nonetheless, the Commission does not need to consider whether the IMM’s conceptual 

design could be deemed just and reasonable, but rather, evaluate the reasonableness of the CRS 

proposal.  The IMM’s high level conceptual design is but one of any number of suggestions that 

may be offered by a party to this proceeding.  What is relevant to the Commission’s review here 

is the justness and reasonableness of MISO’s instant filing.  As demonstrated herein, the CRS 

proposal reflects a just and reasonable solution for implementation for the 2018/19 Planning 

Year.
11

   

                                                 
7
  Tab F, OMS-MISO Resource Adequacy Survey. Tab A, Doying at 10-11.  The OMS-MISO Resource 

Adequacy Survey combines the collection of specific information from each load serving entity in the MISO 

footprint about their future resource plans with data pulled from the other Resource Adequacy Processes within 

MISO, including the Loss of Load Expectation Study and the Planning Resource Auction. 
8
  MISO understands that a State may change its regulatory structure at any time, however, the Commission 

cannot leave to chance the possibility that future State legislative solutions may or may not be put into place to 

address the situation.  Solutions must be explored in parallel in order to avoid serious unintended consequences.  

For that reason, MISO’s proposal merely presents a mechanism that functions where there is a gap presented 

because a state does not have authority to ensure resource adequacy, and can accommodate any State actions 

that may occur.  
9
  Tab A, Doying at 15-16. 

10
  See Section VII infra at p. 40.  

11
  Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,199 (2012) at P 225.  “While there 

may be other reasonable allocations, our task here is to evaluate the reasonableness of the proposed allocation, 

not to design a more refined allocation.” 
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A. Background 

 

 Historically, MISO members have benefitted from excess generation capacity across the 

MISO footprint, with ample generation resources available to ensure resource adequacy in both 

the near term as well as future time horizons.  However, overall reserve margins are shrinking as 

coal-based generation resources retire as a result of environmental regulations and as economic 

conditions cause merchant generation resources of various technologies to retire or tie out of 

MISO for neighboring systems with forward capacity markets.
12

 

 

 While these resources are being replaced in part by an increase in natural gas and 

renewable generation predominately in regulated States, new investment volumes are currently 

being dramatically outpaced by resources retiring or exiting MISO’s markets.
13

  As a result of 

this resource shift, MISO faces the possibility of having an insufficient supply of capacity 

resources available in 2018.  If no action is taken, projected capacity resources may fall even 

lower, as evidenced by the recent OMS-MISO Survey.
14

   

 

 There are serious risks of capacity shortfalls, particularly in restructured jurisdictions 

with competitive retail choice.
15

  Competitive retail choice jurisdictions depend on wholesale 

markets to facilitate investment opportunities.  In these Competitive Retail Areas where no 

integrated resource adequacy planning processes exist, potential capacity shortfalls are far more 

likely to occur than in the traditionally regulated States.  Without any change to MISO’s existing 

resource adequacy construct, areas like Local Resource Zone 4 may be short of local resources.  

Zone 4 in particular could be short of local resource requirements by up to 1500 MW as soon as 

2018.
16

  Further, surplus capacity from other Local Resources Zones is also diminishing, causing 

Competitive Retail Demand in Zone 4 to rely more on merchant generation resources that may 

not have long-term load serving obligations. 

 

 In early 2015, MISO began assessing resource adequacy processes and explored areas 

that could be improved.
17

  Through its stakeholder process and special workshops, MISO 

determined that its current Planning Resource Auction (“PRA”) construct may become unable to 

produce efficient or timely price signals for competitive retail areas that depend on market price 

signals to incent resource investment.
18

  

 

 The vast majority of MISO States do not depend solely on market price signals for 

generation resource investment.  Traditionally-regulated States have successfully ensured, 

through integrated resource planning, that their load serving entities (“LSEs”) have sufficient 

capacity to meet load obligations.  To the extent additional capacity is necessary, LSEs subject to 

                                                 
12

  Tab A, Doying at 10.  
13

  Tab A, Doying at 11. 
14

  Tab A, Doying at 10-11. 
15

  Tab C, Brattle at 4, 8-11.  Tab A, Doying at 11. 
16

  Tab A, Doying at 11. 
17

  Tab B, Jeffrey Bladen Testimony, at 3-5 (“Tab B, Bladen”). 
18

  Tab B, Bladen at4-7. 
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state supervision and authority have a clearly defined process for building new generation and 

investing in existing generation resources.  Consequently, no changes to the current PRA 

construct are warranted for States that regulate utilities on a traditional basis.  MISO is however 

proposing a new structure for jurisdictions that have implemented retail choice and in which no 

State or local authority has jurisdiction over long-term resource planning. 

 

 The decision to consider resource adequacy enhancements in the form of a new capacity 

market construct has been carefully considered and thoughtfully discussed with stakeholders. For 

the past year and a half, MISO has worked extensively with stakeholders to identify issues, 

develop guiding design principles, draft proposals, Tariff language and create a capacity market 

solution that is narrowly tailored to meet the needs of retail choice jurisdictions.  The end 

product, the Competitive Retail Solution, offers forward market visibility and introduces a 

downward-sloping demand curve design that is designed to provide reliability and reduce price 

volatility.  The framework of the proposed capacity market (i.e., a three-year forward market), 

and the setting of capacity prices based on a downward-sloping demand curve, have been 

repeatedly accepted by the Commission as just and reasonable, as described below. 

 

B. Summary of the Competitive Retail Solution 

 

 As described in more detail below, MISO proposes a new section to its Tariff, Module E-

3, to allow CRS market enhancements to be established for MISO’s competitive retail areas, 

while leaving existing Resource Adequacy Tariff provisions within Module E-1 largely 

unchanged in order to reflect the regional differences in utility regulation that exist within 

MISO’s footprint.  The key improvements CRS provides for MISO’s resource adequacy 

construct include:
19

 

 

 A new, voluntary Forward Resource Auction that will allow load in competitive 

retail areas to procure capacity three years in advance of a Planning Year.  Three-

year-out forward procurement of capacity will promote long-term resource 

adequacy for competitive retail demand and improve market transparency through 

forward price signals that existing capacity resources and potential new 

generation and demand resources will rely upon when making investment 

decisions.
20

   

 

 The use of a variable, downward-sloping demand curve that will reduce price 

volatility and ensure long-term resource adequacy by facilitating market outcomes 

that reflect the value of sustained reliability.
21

 

 

 Clear, bright-line participation guidelines that will identify demand subject to the 

CRS.
22

  In addition to the bright-line test, the CRS will provide reasonable 

                                                 
19

 See also Tab C, Brattle at 12-14. 
20

  Tariff Section 69A.12.8. 
21

  Tariff Section 69A.12.3. 
22

  Tariff Section 69A.12.1. 
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exemptions from CRS participation, if necessary, to prevent the possibility of 

uneconomic market outcomes. 

 

 A Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism (“PSCM”), modeled after the State 

Compensation Mechanism in PJM, that will provide an alternative method for 

demonstrating long-term resource adequacy outside of the FRA process.
23

   

 

 An alternative to the FRA, a Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan (“FFRAP”), 

that will allow entities to continue to demonstrate capacity commitments without 

participating in MISO’s auction processes.    

 

 A transitional auction schedule that will allow for the first FRA to be conducted 

prior to the 2018/19 Planning Year, with subsequent Interim FRAs to be 

conducted for the 2019/20, 2020/21, and 2021/2022 Planning Years.  The 

transitional auction schedule is necessary to ensure reliability in competitive retail 

areas by providing efficient and timely price signals in advance of any future 

capacity shortages that may occur in MISO’s retail choice areas.   

 

 An opportunity to resolve longstanding seams issues by aligning capacity market 

constructs in Illinois and Michigan. 

 To ensure the CRS will produce just and reasonable outcomes, MISO and The Brattle 

Group have conducted extensive modeling of the CRS and several other design proposals.  The 

FRA design contained in this CRS produced, by far, the most reliable market outcomes to reduce 

price volatility, ensure resource adequacy, and incent new generation in retail choice areas.
24

  

Core principles utilized in the CRS design are consistent with Commission precedent and have 

been implemented and utilized in other Regional Transmission Organizations (“RTOs”) / 

Independent System Operators (“ISOs”) with retail choice jurisdictions.
25

  In addition, through 

the Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism and the Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan, 

the CRS recognizes that other options, in addition to a forward capacity market, as valuable 

alternatives that the State and Load Serving Entities can use for maintaining long-term resource 

adequacy in Competitive Retail Areas.   

 

C. Proposed Effective Date 

 

In light of the risk of a significant capacity shortfall in Competitive Retail Areas, 

including Zones 4 and 7 by 2018, the changes proposed herein must be implemented for the 

2018/19 Planning Year.  This is especially true since there must be sufficient time for market 

development and stakeholder training needed to implement the CRS.  As described in Section 

VII below, specific undertakings that will have to be completed prior to the CRS becoming 

operational are software development, software testing and stakeholder training on the new 

software once it has been developed and successfully tested.  MISO also will need to hold 

                                                 
23

  Tariff Section 69A.12.1.2.b. 
24

  Tab A, Doying at 19-21. 
25

  Tab A, Doying at 16. 
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informational sessions to ensure that stakeholders are fully informed of their options under the 

CRS and, to the extent applicable, the PRA.  MISO also will need to hold four interim auctions 

to transition to the CRS.  Moreover, Market Participants who will participate in the FRA will 

need time to restructure their supply arrangements.  MISO staff also will need to incorporate the 

details of the CRS into MISO’s Business Practices Manuals.  MISO anticipates that the 

foregoing activities will take nine to twelve months to complete.   Based upon the time involved 

in accomplishing the foregoing undertakings that enable the CRS to function, MISO respectfully 

requests that the Competitive Retail Solution become effective on March 1, 2017.  If MISO 

cannot commence working toward completing the undertakings until after March 1, 2017, the 

CRS cannot be implemented in a timeframe to address the shortfall in resource adequacy 

projected for Competitive Retail Areas, in time for the 2018/2019 Planning Year.  Any such 

delay creates additional risk and potential price volatility regarding the ability to meet reserve 

margins in Competitive Retail Areas. 

 

 D. Miscellaneous 

 This transmittal letter is organized into three parts.  This first part has provided a 

summary of the filing.  The second part highlights relevant precedent, the need for market 

enhancements, and provides an overview of the stakeholder process which led to this filing.  The 

third section describes the CRS proposal and explains how it improves the current resource 

adequacy construct to ensure resource adequacy needs are met into the future.  

 In addition to this transmittal letter, this filing also includes the new Module E-3 Tariff 

provisions relating to the CRS, revised Tariff sheets for Module A, D, and E-1, that are being 

updated to reflect and reference Module E-3 where applicable, and the supporting testimony of 

Richard Doying and Jeffrey Bladen of MISO, and Drs. Samuel Newell, Kathleen Spees, and 

David Luke Oates of The Brattle Group.   

 

II. Legal Standard and Relevant Precedent 

 

MISO’s revisions to its Tariff to establish a three-year forward capacity market in 

Competitive Retail Areas are submitted pursuant to Section 205 of the FPA, which provides a 

utility with the statutory right to “file changes to rates, charges, or service . . .”
26

  The 

Commission may reject such a change only “if it finds that the changes proposed by the public 

utility are not ‘just and reasonable.’”
27

  The Commission’s review of a Section 205 filing is 

limited to whether the utility’s proposal is just and reasonable; it does not “extend to determining 

whether a proposed rate schedule is more or less reasonable than alternative rate designs.”
28

  The 

utility’s proposed change to its tariff “need not be the only reasonable methodology, or even the 

most accurate.”
29

  As a result, even if an intervenor or the Commission develops an alternative 

proposal, the Commission must accept this Section 205 filing if it is just and reasonable. 

 

                                                 
26

  Atlantic City Elec. Co. v. FERC, 295 F.3d 1, 9 (D.C. Cir. 2002). 
27

  Id. at 9. 
28

  City of Bethany v. FERC, 727 F.2d 1131, 1136 (D.C. Cir. 1984). 
29

  Oxy USA, Inc. v. FERC, 64 F.3d 679, 692 (D.C. Cir. 1995) 

ER17-284 Transmittal Ltr

007a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



The Honorable Kimberly D. Bose 

November 1, 2016 

Page 8 

 

 

MISO’s proposal here is to establish a three-year forward market in which capacity prices 

will be established based upon a downward-sloping demand curve.  The Commission has 

previously approved as just and reasonable designs for capacity markets that were based on those 

identical concepts. 

 

The Commission approved a three-year forward capacity market for ISO-New England, 

Inc. in ruling on a contested settlement.
30

  In determining the standard of review to use in that 

context, the Commission noted that: 

 

Courts have confirmed the Commission’s authority to approve 

contested settlements, so long as the proposal will establish just 

and reasonable rates.
31

 

The Commission found that the overall settlement was just and reasonable.  It also 

specifically found that: 

 

the forward-looking nature of the FCM [Forward Capacity Market] 

will provide appropriate signals to investors when new 

infrastructure resources are necessary with sufficient lead time to 

allow that infrastructure to be put into place before reliability is 

sacrificed.
32

 

The Commission also approved a settlement that established a three-year forward 

capacity market for PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.
33

  PJM’s Reliability Pricing Model (“RPM”) 

that was proposed in the settlement established both a three year forward commitment period and 

a downward-sloping demand curve to determine capacity prices.
34

  The Commission determined 

that it would review the settlement under the just and reasonable standard.
35

  Applying that 

standard of review, the Commission found that: 

 

RPM, by providing for a three-year forward market in better 

defined geographic markets, along with a downward-sloping 

demand curve, is superior to the current capacity market and, based 

                                                 
30

  Devon Power LLC, 115 FERC ¶ 61,340, at P 16 (2006) (“Devon Power”) order on reh’g, 117 FERC ¶  61,133 

 (2006), aff’d in relevant part sub nom. Maine Public Utilities Comm’n v. FERC, 520 F.3d 464 (D.C.  Cir. 

 2008), order on remand, Devon Power LLC, 126 FERC ¶ 61,027 (2009). 
31

  Devon Power, 115 FERC ¶ 61,340 at P 58, citing New Orleans Public Service, Inc. v. FERC, 659 F.2d 509, 

 511-12 (5th Cir. 1981), citing Placid Oil Co. v. FPC, 483 F.2d 880, 893 (5th Cir. 1973), aff’d sub nom. 

 Mobil Oil Corp. v. FPC, 417 U.S. 283, 312-13 (1974). 
32

  Devon Power, 115 FERC ¶ 61,340 at P 65, citing PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 115 FERC ¶ 61,079 at P 

 67-72. 
33

  PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 117 FERC ¶ 61,331 (2006) (“PJM”).  
34

  PJM, 117 FERC ¶ 61,331 at PP 28 and 25 respectively. 
35

  PJM, 117 FERC ¶ 61,331 at P 57. 
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on the evidence submitted, should procure sufficient capacity to 

solve PJM’s capacity needs.
36

 

The Commission concluded that the settlement resulted in just and reasonable rates,
37

 and 

specifically found that the: 

 

sloped demand curve will provide more stable and predictable 

capacity revenues to generators over time, which will encourage 

more capacity to be built at more favorable terms than under the 

vertical demand curve.  While customers may buy more capacity 

under the Settlement Curve than under the status quo, the price of 

the capacity will be lower because of lower financing costs.  And, 

because more generation capacity will be in place, prices in the 

energy markets will be lower, resulting in lower energy bills to 

customers.
38

 

Prior to approving PJM’s use of a downward-sloping demand curve, the Commission had 

approved a downward-sloping demand curve to set capacity prices in the New York Independent 

System Operator, Inc. capacity market.  NYISO had submitted its proposal to use a downward-

sloping demand curve in a filing under FPA Section 205.  In considering the proposal to 

authorize the use that curve, the Commission held that the appropriate standard of review for 

considering an ISO/RTO’s Section 205 filing for altering its capacity market design was the just 

and reasonable standard.
39

  The Commission concluded the NYISO’s Section 205 filing to 

establish a downward-sloping demand curve was: 

 

a just and reasonable proposal and that it will benefit customers by 

encouraging the construction of new generation and thus enhancing 

reliability. The Commission need not find that the proposed cure for the 

flaws in the ICAP market is the best measure available. Even if some 

alternative proposal could be deemed reasonable, that would not detract 

from the reasonableness of this filing.
40

   

 

Similarly, in a series of filings made pursuant to Section 205 of the FPA, ISO-NE 

proposed downward-sloping demand curves for its capacity auctions on a system wide basis and 

for its zones.
41

  Based on a finding that such a market design was just and reasonable, the 

Commission accepted ISO-NE’s proposed changes to its capacity market.
42

   

 

                                                 
36

  PJM, 117 FERC ¶ 61,331 at P 146. 
37

  PJM, 117 FERC ¶ 61,331 at P 83. 
38

  PJM, 117 FERC ¶ 61,331 at P 78. 
39

  N.Y. Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 105 FERC ¶ 61,108, at P 15 (2003) (“NYISO”). 
40

  N.Y. Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 103 FERC ¶ 61,201, at P 22 (2003).  
41

  ISO New England Inc., 147 FERC ¶ 61,173, at P 4 (2014) (“ISO-NE I”) (approving system-wide demand 

 curve for implementation in forward capacity auction  number 9); ISO New England Inc., 155 FERC ¶  61,319, 

 at PP 1, 20-21 (2016) (“ISO-NE II”) (approving zonal sloped demand curves).  
42

  ISO-NE II, 155 FERC ¶ 61,319, at P 3 (citing ISO New England Inc., 153 FERC ¶ 61,338, at P 12 (2015)). 
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As noted above, in 2015, the Commission itself recognized MISO’s efforts to address the 

capacity needs of Competitive Retail Areas and encouraged MISO to continue such efforts.
43

  As 

discussed below and in the testimonies of Mr. Richard Doying and Mr. Jeffrey Bladen, MISO 

has worked with its stakeholders, including its Independent Market Monitor to bring forth 

alternative solutions, and to vet MISO’s proposed solutions as part of the 20-month process 

leading up to this filing.
44

  MISO specifically acknowledges the efforts of its IMM to propose a 

high-level alternative solution, which was subject to discussions during the stakeholder process 

and in one-on-one discussions between the IMM and MISO staff.   

 

However, for the reasons discussed below and in the testimonies of Mr. Jeffrey Bladen 

and Drs. Newell, Spees, and Oates, the IMM’s proposal was never fully developed as a 

comprehensive alternative and, in any event, was determined by both MISO and The Brattle 

Group to be fundamentally flawed.  As such, the IMM’s proposal does not constitute a just and 

reasonable means of addressing the need for reform to MISO’s existing resource adequacy 

construct.  Moreover, the CRS proposal is the only just and reasonable mechanism—supported 

by extensive, explanatory testimony and fully developed Tariff language—that is being 

presented to the Commission in this filing.  As such, MISO requests that the Commission accept 

this filing as just and reasonable for implementation by MISO in the 2018/2019 Planning Year. 

 

III. Resource Adequacy in MISO  

 

A. Current Resource Adequacy Processes  

 

 In 2012, Module E-1 of MISO’s Tariff was approved and implemented in response to the 

Commission’s directive to establish a permanent resource adequacy plan.
45

  In accordance with 

those Tariff provisions, LSEs in each LRZ are responsible for ensuring resource adequacy.
46

 In 

the vast majority of the MISO footprint, State jurisdictions are responsible for providing 

oversight over LSEs to confirm there is a sufficient supply available to achieve reliability.  Many 

State jurisdictions also maintain long-term planning processes for resource adequacy to ensure 

that resource adequacy needs will be met in future time horizons.   

 

 The MISO Tariff complements this State role by establishing a reliability standard to 

ensure sufficient capacity is available to meet peak energy usage, based on the forecast of 

electric demand plus an additional reserve margin in the event of unanticipated conditions.  If a 

state regulatory body establishes a Planning Reserve Margin for its regulated entities that is 

higher or lower than the reserve margin established by MISO, the State established Planning 

Reserve Margin will apply to its jurisdictional entities.   

 

 MISO’s reliability standard is based on a loss-of-load expectation (“LOLE”) of no more 

than one event for every ten years (“1-in-10 LOLE”).
47

  The LOLE analysis is used to determine 

                                                 
43

  December 31 Order at P 176. 
44

  Tab A, Doying at 18-19. 
45

  Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,199 (2012) 
46

  Tab A, Doying at 7-8. 
47

  Tariff Section 68A.2.1. 
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each LSEs’ Planning Reserve Margin Requirements (“PRMR”), which indicates to the LSE how 

much capacity (in megawatts) it is required to procure.
48

 

 

 LSEs have a variety of Tariff-based options available to meet their PRMR.  Specifically, 

an LSE may satisfy its PRMR in any of the following ways: (1) self-schedule capacity to be 

offered into the Planning Resource Auction (“PRA”)
49

; (2) submit a Fixed Resource Adequacy 

Plan (“FRAP”) demonstrating that it meets its PRMR capacity obligations
50

; (3) purchase 

capacity through the voluntary PRA
51

, and/or; (4) pay a Capacity Deficiency Charge.
52

   

 

 Participation in the PRA is voluntary.  The PRA utilizes a locational approach that selects 

the least-cost set of Planning Resources necessary to meet each Zone’s reserve margin 

requirements.  The PRA is conducted on an annual basis each April in advance of the Planning 

Year, which runs from June 1 to May 31 of the following year.  While MISO’s current PRA 

process validates regional and locational resource adequacy requirements two months in advance 

of the Planning Year, it was not designed to effectively and efficiently signal the need to 

maintain existing resources or incent new generation resources given the fact that most of 

MISO’s footprint is traditionally regulated.
53

 

 

B. State Role in Resource Adequacy 

 

 In MISO’s footprint where vertically-integrated utilities and cost-of-service regulation 

predominate, Resource Adequacy is largely a state responsibility.
54

  Commission precedent 

recognizes state authority to ensure the safety, adequacy, and reliability of electric service within 

a state’s jurisdiction.
55

  For the MISO footprint, the Commission has rejected the notion of a one-

size fits all approach to addressing resource adequacy.
56

  The Commission recognizes that MISO 

is different from other RTOs that consist of predominately retail choice jurisdictions.
57

  

 

 Unlike other eastern RTOs, the vast majority of states within MISO operate under a 

traditional, vertically-integrated framework.  State and local regulators maintain resource 

planning authority and are responsible for establishing retail rates and reviewing the prudency of 

utility investments.  Bilateral contracts and cost-of-service regulation are prevalent in MISO and 

are instrumental components to ensuring long-term resource adequacy across MISO’s footprint.  

Investment in generation facilities, including the siting of new generation resources, typically 

rests with state regulators.  

 

                                                 
48

  Tariff Section 68A.7. 
49

  Tariff Section 69A.7.8. 
50

  Tariff Section 69A.9. 
51

  Tariff Section 69A.7.1. 
52

  Tariff Section 69A.9; Tab A, Doying at 8:4-13. 
53

  MISO Competitive Retail Solution Initial Staff Proposal, March 18, 2016.  
54

  Tab A, Doying at 8-10. 
55

  Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 122 FERC ¶ 61,283, at P 52 (2008). 
56

  Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,199, at P 38 (2012). 
57

 Id.  
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 While MISO’s footprint is predominately vertically-integrated, not all generation within 

MISO’s territory is subject to regulation by state jurisdictional authorities.  In MISO’s 

jurisdictions with competitive retail electric markets, generation investment decisions are not 

guided by regulated rates of return or regulatory bodies.
58

  Rather, these jurisdictions depend on 

competition and market forces to ensure long-term resource adequacy.
59

  Resources serving 

Competitive Retail Areas typically consist of surplus capacity from traditionally-regulated 

utilities or merchant generation resources.  Consequently, competitive retail choice states depend 

on MISO’s markets to send transparent price signals to incent the building and maintenance of 

generation resources.  

 

C. MISO Role in Resource Adequacy 

 

 Consistent with its past proposals that have been accepted by the Commission, MISO 

continues to support and assist MISO States’ achievement of long-term resource adequacy by 

ensuring that there is sufficient capacity available to meet the needs of all consumers in the 

MISO footprint during peak times at just and reasonable rates.
60

  In an effort to improve existing 

processes and develop mechanisms to support States and stakeholders, MISO facilitated, through 

its stakeholder process, the creation of Resource Adequacy Principles to confirm MISO’s 

important role in promoting resource adequacy across all time horizons.    

 

 In a unique and collaborative process commencing in 2014, MISO, its States, and 

stakeholders held a series of meetings and a forum to clarify roles and responsibilities associated 

with MISO’s resource adequacy processes.
61

  The final product, known as MISO’s Resource 

Adequacy Principles, serves to support the shared goals of ensuring there is sufficient capacity 

available to meet the needs of all consumers in the MISO footprint.  Five guiding principles 

serve as a foundation for MISO in meeting its Resource Adequacy goals: 

 

1. Resource Adequacy processes must ensure confidence in Resource Adequacy outcomes 

in all time horizons  

2. MISO will work with stakeholders to ensure an effective and efficient resource adequacy 

construct with appropriate consideration of all eligible internal and external resources and 

resource types and recognition of legal/regulatory authorities and responsibilities  

3. MISO will determine adequacy at the regional and zonal level and provide appropriate 

regional and zonal resource adequacy transparency and awareness for multiple forward 

time horizons  

4. MISO will administer and evolve processes in a manner that provides transparency and 

reasonable certainty, appropriately protects individual market participant proprietary 

                                                 
58

  Tab A, Doying at 8-10. 
59

  Tab A, Doying at 7-10. 
60

  See Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 122 FERC ¶ 61,283 (2008); Midwest 

Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,199 (2012). 
61

  Tab A, Doying at 5-7. 
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information in order to support efficient stakeholder resource and transmission 

investment decisions  

5. MISO’s resource planning auction and other processes will support multiple methods of 

achieving and demonstrating resource adequacy, including self-supply, bilateral 

contracting and market-based acquisition.
62

 

 Respecting the Resource Adequacy Principles, the Competitive Retail Solution does not 

reflect a one-size-fits all approach.  Because retail choice jurisdictions do not have mechanisms 

available to order the construction of or investment in generation resources, it is necessary that 

market mechanisms be established to send accurate price signals for competitive retail areas to 

maintain long-term resource adequacy.
63

  With capacity shortages increasingly probable in 2018, 

it is imperative that MISO establish market enhancements in a timely manner in order to prevent 

disruption of future resource adequacy needs.
64

  Absent any changes to MISO’s resource 

adequacy construct, load in Competitive Retail Areas may have only limited access to necessary 

Planning Resources in the near future, and reserve margins may fall short of meeting MISO’s 

Tariff requirements.
65

  

 

IV. Need for Change 

 

A. Changing Resource Portfolio 

 

 Like much of the country, MISO is experiencing dramatic changes in its resource 

portfolio mix.  For the past decade, MISO has enjoyed a surplus of capacity well above the 

Planning Reserve Margin Requirements.  As recently as 2013, MISO’s footprint maintained a 

reserve margin of 28 percent.   

 

 Current and future environmental regulations have contributed to a significant reduction 

in overall capacity reserve margins.  Economic factors, including low natural gas prices, have 

also placed a strain on many existing generation resources, especially merchant generation that 

Competitive Retail Areas rely on for capacity.
66

  Over 10,000 MW of generation already has 

been retired in MISO as a result of environmental regulations and market conditions.
67

  

 

 Market conditions have also led to a number of merchant generation resources making 

the decision to “tie out” of MISO in order to sell power into neighboring systems.
68

  Merchant 

generation resources that have no obligation to serve a particular load and depend entirely on 

wholesale market revenues are pseudo-tying into other systems, contributing not only to a 

reduction in available capacity resources, but also creating new transmission problems related to 

                                                 
62

  Tab A, Doying at 7. 
63

  Tab A, Doying at 11-12. 
64

  Tab A, Doying at 12, 15-16. 
65

  Tab A, Doying at 11-14. 
66

  Tab A, Doying at 10. 
67

  Tab A, Doying at 10.  The Analysis Group: Electric System Reliability and EPA’s Clean Power Plan: The 

 Case of MISO, Table  3, page 14. June 8, 2015. 
68

  Tab A, Doying at 10. 
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re-dispatch.  While new natural gas generation, as well as intermittent generation like solar and 

wind, are becoming Capacity Resources every year, the pace of new entry has been unable to 

keep up with generation retirements.   

 

 B. Impact on Reliability 

 Each year, OMS, working together with MISO, surveys its members to provide a view 

into the balance of the region’s supply and demand in future years.  The results of each annual 

OMS-MISO Survey, which were first published in 2014, reflect a real-time snapshot of current 

conditions, and predict future outcomes that may occur if no additional action is taken by MISO 

States and LSEs.
69

  Results from the most recent OMS-MISO Survey indicate a potential region-

wide capacity shortage as early as 2018.
70

   

 

 As demonstrated in the OMS-MISO Survey, LRZs with competitive retail demand may 

face potential shortages for the 2018/19 Planning Year.
71

  In LRZ 4, which includes Illinois, 

projected capacity may fall as far as 1500 MW below the local reserve margin requirements.
72

  

In LRZ 7, which includes the lower peninsula of Michigan, a capacity shortfall of 400 MW is 

predicted.
73

  Results of the survey are depicted below. 

   
 

                                                 
69

  Tab A, Doying at 10-11. 
70

  Tab A, Doying at 11; Tab F, OMS-MISO Resource Adequacy Survey. 
71

  Tab F, OMS-MISO Resource Adequacy Survey. 
72

  Id.. 
73

  Id. 
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 The OMS-MISO Survey also indicates that capacity reserve margins are likely to further 

diminish throughout the next five years.
74

  By 2021, the entire footprint may fall below the 

regional reserve requirement by as much as 2600 MW.
75

  Illinois and Michigan may face 

shortages as much as 1700 MW and 700 MW, respectively.  The 2021 Capacity Projections are 

included below. 

   
 

 State-regulated utilities make up the vast majority of the MISO footprint. These utilities, 

acting as the designated LSEs, with oversight by applicable State and local authorities, bear the 

primary responsibility for resource adequacy planning.  When contemplating potential resource 

shortfalls like those depicted in the OMS-MISO Survey, regulated jurisdictions can authorize 

new generation resources to be built or approve investments in existing capacity resources.  

Consequently, while there may be a current risk of future capacity shortfall in the regulated 

portions of the MISO footprint, most of these jurisdictions have a retail regulatory structure in 

place under which state regulators have the authority to require LSEs under their jurisdiction to 

satisfy their local/State resource requirements.  In those jurisdictions, the State regulators also 

have the authority to provide mechanisms to assure the LSEs the opportunity to recover, and earn 

a return on, their investments in new capacity.   

 

 In contrast, MISO’s Competitive Retail Areas do not have in place a State entity with 

long-term resource planning authority and must therefore rely on wholesale market price signals 

to incentivize existing local generation to continuing operating and to attract new generation 

                                                 
74

  Id. 
75

  Tab A, Doying at 11. 
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when needed maintain resource adequacy.  Generation resources in competitive retail areas are 

generally not tied to an incumbent load and are generally not required to undertake any long-

term obligation to serve customer load in the future.  In competitive retail areas, State regulators 

do not provide any oversight over resource investments and do not maintain the ability to 

approve cost-recovery mechanisms for these generation resources.  Load in retail choice States 

depend more extensively on merchant generation resources and excess capacity from State-

regulated generation resources in other States that do not have an obligation to serve Competitive 

Retail Demand.   

 

 Under the current resource adequacy construct, if excess generation continues to retire or 

leave the system, Planning Resource Auction prices may become increasingly volatile as 

shortage conditions occur.  In terms of assuring resource adequacy, price volatility has less of an 

impact on MISO’s regulated jurisdictions that do not depend on market price signals because 

regulators in those jurisdictions, as discussed above, require their LSEs to satisfy resource 

adequacy requirements and provide the LSEs recovery of and on investment from captive 

ratepayers.  However, for retail choice jurisdictions, the volatility makes it increasingly difficult 

to forecast future outcomes within competitive retail areas.  Merchant generation resources make 

entry and retirement decisions based on the prices that are formed from MISO’s markets.  Future 

price volatility, lack of transparent price signals, or price signals that mask the need for new 

capacity, may not only discourage new investments from entering the MISO footprint, but also 

may cause merchant generation resources to unnecessarily leave for other systems or 

prematurely retire as has been occurring over the past few years.
76

    

 

 Consequently, to ensure future resource adequacy needs are met in retail choice areas, 

market mechanisms must be enhanced to facilitate long term resource adequacy.  The 

Commission has previously found it has jurisdictional authority over resource adequacy in 

circumstances “where one party’s resource adequacy decisions can cause adverse reliability and 

costs impacts on other participants in a regionally operated system.”
77

  The Commission has also 

stated it has an “independent obligation under sections 201, 205, and 206 of the FPA to consider 

whether practices affecting jurisdictional transactions result in rates, terms, or conditions that are 

unjust, unreasonable, or unduly discriminatory.”
78

  The Commission should consider this 

jurisdiction and independent obligation when evaluating claims that MISO’s Competitive Retail 

Solution is not necessary for States that do not have jurisdictional authority over resource 

adequacy themselves. 

 

 C. Recognizing imminent reliability risk in retail choice areas, MISO   

  developed the Competitive Retail Solution through its stakeholder process 

 

1. Resource Adequacy Issues Statement  

 

                                                 
76

  Tab A, Doying at 12. 
77

  CAISO, 116 FERC ¶ 61,274 at P 1113 (citing Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 115 FERC ¶ 61, 172 at P 36 

 (2006); Gainesville Utils. Dep’t. v. Florida Power Corp., 402 U.S. 515, 529 (1971)). 
78

  New York State Reliability Council, 122 FERC ¶ 61, 153 (2008) at P 33 (emphasis added). 
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 For over a year and a half, MISO has worked extensively with stakeholders to address 

future resource adequacy needs in MISO’s retail choice areas.  In the beginning of 2015, MISO’s 

Advisory Committee held a “hot topic” session for all stakeholder sectors to consider ways to 

address the evolving resource portfolio and changing generation resource mix.  Among the key 

issues that were identified through the “hot topic” session was the risk of capacity shortfalls in 

retail choice areas.    

 

 With a focus on improving existing processes and developing mechanisms to ensure 

continued reliability and resource adequacy, MISO published a Resources Adequacy Issue 

Statement (“RA Issue Statement”) in March 2015.  MISO identified specific risks for 

competitive retail areas noting that these jurisdictions may no longer be able to rely on procuring 

excess capacity from traditional vertically-integrated utilities and independent power producers 

through the PRA.
79

  The RA Issue Statement stressed the importance of working with LSEs and 

States to prioritize and develop solutions that can help enhance the shared goal of achieving 

resource adequacy in all time horizons.   

 

 The RA Issue Statement was used as a springboard to a series of Resource Adequacy 

Forums beginning in April 2015.
80

  Stakeholders contemplated the need and desire for potential 

resource adequacy enhancements, including improvements that could be made to establish a 

market-based construct to procure capacity in retail choice areas.   

 

2. Resource Adequacy in Restructured Competitive Retail Markets  

 

 Feedback from stakeholders throughout the summer of 2015 confirmed the need to 

explore market enhancements in retail choice areas.
81

  In October 2015, MISO released a 

targeted issue statement and asked stakeholders to consider whether and how market 

enhancements could resolve future resource adequacy concerns in retail choice areas (“Retail 

Choice Issues Statement”).
82

  The Retail Choice Issues Statement identified the potential risk of 

merchant-owned resources in competitive retail areas exiting the MISO market either through 

premature generation retirements or arrangements to commit capacity to load located outside of 

MISO.  MISO identified two key drivers that could mitigate future risks for competitive retail 

areas: improvement in market price formation, and timely signals for generation resources that 

additional investments are necessary in the future to maintain reliability.    

 

 Recognizing the need for focused dialogue, stakeholders thereafter approved the creation 

of the Competitive Retail Solution Task Team (“CRSTT”) in December 2015.  The CRSTT was 

directed, based on stakeholder feedback, to develop a product design that would address the 

challenges raised in the October issues statement.
83

  

 

 

                                                 
79

  Tab B, Bladen at 4-5. 
80

  Id. 
81

  Id.  
82

  Tab B, Bladen at 5. 
83

  Tab B, Bladen at 5-6. 
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3. Competitive Retail Solution Task Team 

 

 A series of five CRSTT meetings were held through March 2016.
84

  At the initial 

meeting, MISO provided stakeholders with a framework designed to advise and inform a 

solution recommendation.  MISO identified core issues for the CRSTT to explore and provided 

examples of potential tools that could help resolve key issues. However, MISO did not itself 

propose a recommended solution at this time.  Rather, MISO established design criteria that any 

potential solution must address.
85

  Specifically, any solution design had to ensure: 1) reliability; 

2) respect for jurisdictional processes; 3) efficiency, and 4) continued promotion of regional 

benefits.  

 

 The CRSTT, by design, was not established as a means for MISO to provide a 

preconceived design solution, but rather, to allow stakeholders to develop and evaluate design 

elements and present solutions to resolve future resource adequacy needs.  Throughout the next 

three months, fourteen stakeholders presented design solutions before the CRSTT.
86

  The 

presentations were made by a diverse set of stakeholders that included state commissions, the 

IMM, merchant generators, consumer advocacy groups, industrial end-use customers, municipal 

utilities, and co-ops.      

 

 MISO analyzed and reviewed all stakeholder feedback and proposals.  Based on 

stakeholder recommendations, MISO staff published a conceptual design document with a 

recommended solution to consider through the Resource Adequacy Subcommittee (“RASC”).
87

  

This proposal, known as the Competitive Retail Solution, was the first version of a new market 

mechanism designed to establish a forward capacity market construct in retail choice areas.
88

  

Subsequently, MISO published an exhaustive compendium document to share with stakeholders 

the rationale of the market design and to provide insight into how certain design principles were 

adopted based on the CRSTT process. 

 

4. Resource Adequacy Subcommittee, Advisory Committee, meetings before 

MISO Board members 

 

 In April of 2016, MISO presented the draft CRS proposal to stakeholders at the RASC, 

and spent the next four months working with stakeholders to craft an improved CRS.
89

  After the 

April RASC meeting, MISO received comprehensive feedback on key CRS design components, 

including capacity procurement, reliability charge cost allocation, demand curve design, and opt-

                                                 
84

  Tab B, Bladen at 5-6. 
85

  Id. 
86

  Tab B, Bladen at 6. 
87

  Id. 
88

  This version of the Competitive Retail Solution was substantially different than the Competitive Retail Solution 

proposed in this filing.  See Tab L. 
89

  Tab B, Bladen at 6-7. 
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out mechanisms.   In response to stakeholder feedback, MISO made significant modifications to 

its original design proposal for presentation at the May 2016 RASC.
90

  Stakeholders were 

presented with a modified CRS that included two potential options: a three-year forward CRS 

capacity product or a one-year prompt capacity product.  The IMM expressed preference for a 

prompt capacity product, and stakeholders requested more information from both MISO and the 

IMM on the two proposed solutions.
91

 

 

 In addition to the RASC, both proposals were presented to members of the MISO Board 

at the Markets Committee meeting of MISO’s Board of Directors in May 2016.  The Board 

subcommittee urged MISO, the IMM, and stakeholders to explore whether an alternative to 

MISO’s forward market capacity proposal could be designed to meet long-term resource 

adequacy needs.  In response to the Board’s request, MISO informed stakeholders at the June 

2016 RASC that it was exploring alternative options with the IMM and provided draft business 

rules to help parties better understand the original MISO proposal.
92

  MISO also held a special 

RASC meeting in mid-June to walk stakeholders through the key differences between the IMM’s 

and MISO’s design components.
93

  Stakeholders again indicated to MISO that additional detail 

was necessary to properly evaluate both options.  In late June, stakeholders were presented with 

a comprehensive overview of the detailed design components of the forward and prompt 

procurement options, and asked to provide feedback on the preferred option.
94

 

 

 At the July 2016 RASC, stakeholders were presented with an independent reliability 

analysis of both the IMM’s and MISO’s proposal that was performed by the Brattle Group.  In 

addition, the IMM presented an evaluation of the design proposals.  MISO indicated that, based 

on the results of the independent analysis performed by The Brattle Group, coupled with a closer 

alignment to MISO’s design principles, the CRS forward proposal best responds to long-term 

resource adequacy needs for competitive retail areas.
95

  As explained in more detail below, The 

Brattle Group’s analysis found that MISO’s proposal addresses the reliability shortfalls 

anticipated to occur if no changes were made to MISO’s existing resource adequacy processes.
96

  

In contrast, the IMM’s proposal unduly discriminated between similarly situated suppliers and 

contained significant implementation challenges.
97

  Initial draft Tariff language and business 

rules incorporating the CRS forward proposal were shared with stakeholders on July 20, 2016. 

 

 MISO received extensive stakeholder feedback on its draft Tariff language and business 

rules at the two subsequent RASC meetings held on August 4, 2016 and September 1, 2016.
98

  In 

addition to the RASC, MISO utilized the Advisory Committee and the Markets Committee of the 

Board to consider the design proposals and solicit stakeholder feedback.  Many stakeholders 

expressed a desire for additional analysis about MISO’s forward capacity market proposal.  

                                                 
90

  Tab B, Bladen at 7. 
91

  Id. 
92

  Tab B, Bladen at 8-10. 
93

  Tab B, Bladen at 8. 
94

  Id. 
95

  Tab B, Bladen at 8-11. 
96

  Tab B, Bladen at 10. 
97

  Tab B, Bladen at 8-10. 
98

  Tab B, Bladen at 11. 
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Specifically, stakeholders requested additional time to consider design information through the 

stakeholder process.  As a result of stakeholder feedback, MISO delayed its tentative filing date 

by over two months in order to allow for more time to develop additional analyses and provide 

stakeholders with an opportunity to review, comment on, and refine the core design elements.   

 

At the September Advisory Committee meeting, many stakeholders expressed the need 

for MISO to develop a forward capacity procurement mechanism and offered specific comments 

on MISO’s proposal.   Independent Power Producers and Power Marketers generally supported 

MISO’s forward design proposal. The Transmission Owner sector did not take an official 

position but indicated support for the MISO process, indicating that both MISO and the Brattle 

Group had addressed their member concerns for additional information and analysis to be 

presented.  Transmission Dependent Utilities and Public Consumer Advocates expressed concern 

that the Competitive Retail Solution could be extended beyond MISO’s retail choice jurisdictions 

into regulated areas.  Sectors representing municipal, cooperatives, transmission dependent 

utilities, and end use customers suggested further consideration whether incremental 

improvements to the existing resource adequacy construct should be considered as opposed to 

the full Competitive Retail Solution design. The Organization of MISO States also raised these 

concerns, but indicated that the CRS proposal appropriately includes carve-outs to limit the 

Competitive Retail Solution to Competitive Retail Areas.  The Environmental sector expressed 

the desire for a construct that would facilitate the development of new, efficient resources into 

the footprint.  

 

 In mid-September, The Brattle Group presented its initial analysis of MISO’s CRS 

proposal, including a Monte Carlo simulation analysis and its recommended demand curve 

design before the Resource Adequacy Subcommittee.  In addition to describing the key inputs 

the Brattle Group relied upon in running its simulation analysis, the Brattle Group presented a 

comparison of several demand curve design alternatives, including those utilized by other 

Regional Transmission Organizations.  MISO also presented stakeholders with updated business 

rules and draft tariff language describing the Competitive Retail Solution.   

 

 On October 6 2016, the Brattle Group made an additional presentation, answered 

stakeholder questions and addressed feedback from the previous RASC meeting. In addition, 

MISO shared the feedback received on draft Tariff language and Business Rules, and presented 

design aspects of the CRS design that had evolved based on stakeholder discussions.   

 

 On October 11, 2016, the Markets Committee of the MISO Board of Directors indicated 

its support for MISO filing its proposal before the Commission.
99

  At a subsequent RASC 

meeting held on October 21, 2016, MISO presented the market monitoring and mitigation 

provisions, based on recommendations from the IMM, to be used for the CRS.    

 

 While Tariff language was shared throughout the past four months with stakeholders, the 

imperative to move quickly coupled with constructive stakeholder feedback has meant that some 

                                                 
99

  See Markets Committee of the Board of Directors, 20161024 Markets Committee of the BOD Item 01a DRAFT  

Minutes 20161011 (October 24, 2016 meeting), available at: 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Events/Pages/MCBOD20161024.aspx. 
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of the language has continued to evolve.  The final Tariff language in this filing is slightly 

different from what has been presented to stakeholders, however, the changes are not 

substantive, and are designed to provide clarity and align the CRS to current business practices.  

 

V. The proposed Tariff revisions reflect a just and reasonable solution narrowly 

 tailored to ensure long-term resource adequacy in Competitive Retail Areas 

 

 In evaluating solutions to respond to future resource adequacy risks in retail choice areas, 

a clear design objective was established: meeting reliability on a least cost basis.  While there are 

certainly many approaches that can be taken to try to meet future resource adequacy needs, 

forward auction components position traditionally regulated and retail choice load on a 

comparable basis in terms of providing a framework for future resource planning and 

contributing to reliability in future time horizons.  

 

 As demonstrated by an extensive Monte Carlo simulation analysis conducted by The 

Brattle Group, the CRS is designed to produce timely forward price signals, ensure reliability 

standards continue to be met, and reduce price volatility.
100

  The CRS complements MISO’s 

existing resource adequacy processes: it will facilitate transparent and timely price signals that 

are necessary for investment decisions in retail choice areas and will allow retail choice areas to 

continue to benefit from the efficient use of the region’s existing transmission and generation 

assets.  The forward price design of CRS is a design the Commission is familiar with and has 

authorized for other RTOs. Further, the Brattle analysis shows both the future reliability benefits 

that CRS will provide Competitive Retail Areas and confirms that the majority of the MISO 

footprint that operates under a traditional regulatory construct will not see prompt Auction 

Clearing Prices increase compared to the status quo.
101

   

 

 The CRS design utilizes a bright-line participation standard that provides retail choice 

jurisdictions with a clear understanding of LSE participation requirements and several options 

for ensuring long-term resource adequacy, including the Forward Resource Auction.  Through 

the creation of a Variable Reliability Target (“VRT”), timely price signals will improve market 

stability and provide more transparency for generation resources to make rational investment 

decisions.  

 

 The CRS is not designed to be a one-size fits all approach.  Rather, the CRS utilizes 

market design mechanisms that have been accepted by the Commission for application in other 

RTOs with retail choice.  In addition, the CRS incorporates market design elements that respect 

the fact that the majority of jurisdictions within the footprint rely on cost-of-service regulation 

and bilateral contracts for long-term resource adequacy.  The CRS acts as a catalyst for ensuring 

future resource adequacy as market conditions continue to change.  

 

 

 

                                                 
100

  Tab C, Brattle at 11-15. 
101

  Tab C, Brattle at 7, 26-30, and 32-36. 
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A. Competitive Retail Solution  
 

 A key feature of the CRS is a three-year forward capacity auction, or the Forward 

Resource Auction.  The FRA will act as a complement to the PRA, as well as the forward 

bilateral market, and will provide a Tariff-based mechanism for LSEs to meet future reliability 

requirements at the least cost.  The CRS is designed to apply exclusively in Competitive Retail 

Areas within MISO, but functions in a complementary fashion with the traditionally-regulated 

regions of the footprint through two auction alternatives that ensure those regions may continue 

to utilize their unique state and local resource adequacy processes.  Specifically, alternatives 

include the option to submit a Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan or submit a Prevailing 

State Compensation Mechanism.   

 

1. CRS participation requirements respect regional differences within 

 the MISO footprint and provide several options for LSEs to procure 

 capacity. 

   a. Bright-Line Test 

 To provide clarity and transparency to Market Participants, the CRS includes a bright-

line test to identify LSEs that are subject to the CRS.  Under the bright-line test, if an LSE has a 

material level of Competitive Retail Demand (in accordance with the Materiality Threshold 

discussed below), and the LSE is not subject to any jurisdictionally-required long-term resource 

adequacy planning processes, the LSE’s Competitive Retail Demand is subject to the CRS 

resource adequacy requirements.
102

  Competitive Retail Demand that is deemed immaterial under 

the Materiality Threshold, or which becomes subject to a jurisdictionally mandated long-term 

resource planning process, will not be subject to CRS.
103

  

 

If an LSE has demand that is subject to Competitive Retail Choice but is subject to long-

term resource planning requirements, the Relevant Electric Retail Regulatory Authority 

(“RERRA”) with authority over the demand may opt out of the CRS.
104

  In such instances, the 

LSE’s demand would not have to participate in the FRA.  Because demand that is subject to 

long-term resource planning requirements already has a jurisdictional authority to take 

responsibility for future resource adequacy needs, it is not required to participate in the CRS.
105

     

 

 Competitive Retail Demand may participate in the CRS through one of three options: (1) 

the Forward Resource Auction; (2) a Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan; or (3) the 

Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism.  Demand located in Local Resource Zones without 

Competitive Retail Demand is not eligible to participate in the CRS.  However, limited-opt-in 

provisions are available for non-retail choice demand that is physically located in a LRZ with 

Competitive Retail Demand, to ensure such demand is not prevented from procuring capacity 

from local generation resources.   

  

                                                 
102

  Tariff Section 69A.12.1; Tab B, Bladen at 13-14. 
103

  Tab B, Bladen at 14. 
104

  Id. 
105

  Id. 
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   b. Options for Demand to Opt-In 

 

Non-retail choice demand that is located in a LRZ with Competitive Retail Demand also 

maintains the option to opt-in to the CRS.
106

  This limited exception is designed to accommodate 

a non-retail choice LSE’s ability to procure sufficient local capacity resources.  While an LSE 

always retains the option to procure resources through bilateral transactions, because many 

Planning Resources located within a competitive retail LRZ will be offered, or will be subject to 

the Forward Resource Auction Subsequent Year Offer Requirement under the Pivotal Supplier 

Test, in the FRA, many resources that may be relied upon to meet local clearing requirements 

could become unavailable by the relevant Planning Year.  Consequently, allowing non-retail 

choice demand in a LRZ with Competitive Retail Demand the opportunity to participate in the 

FRA represents a fair and equitable outcome by continuing to allow for access to Planning 

Resources.
107

   

   c. Options for Demand to Opt-Out of the FRA 

 

Similar to MISO’s existing PRA process, the Competitive Retail Solution contains 

alternative methods for LSEs with Competitive Retail Demand to meet their capacity obligations 

in order to secure resources for future Planning Years.  As in the current construct, an LSE may 

submit a Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan to MISO to demonstrate that is has sufficient 

Zonal Resource Credits to meet all or a part of its Planning Reserve Margin Requirements.
108

  In 

addition, in Competitive Retail Areas, where a Relevant Retail Electric Regulatory Authority 

requires a LSE under its jurisdiction to procure capacity through a designated entity, a Prevailing 

State Compensation Mechanism alternative is also available.
109

  

 

i. Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan 

 

 Under the CRS, an LSE may submit a FFRAP for its capacity obligations as an 

alternative to procuring its Planning Resources through the FRA.
110

  Through a FFRAP, an LSE 

makes a demonstration that it can, in part or entirely, provide sufficient Zonal Resource Credits 

to meet its Planning Reserve Margin Requirements.
111

  By electing the FFRAP, an LSE will not 

have an obligation to offer its Zonal Resource Credits into the Forward Resource Auction, and 

will not have an obligation to pay the Auction Clearing Price for Load covered by the FFRAP.
112

  

A FFRAP allows for an LSE that is able to supply all or a portion of its capacity needs to opt-out 

of the FRA.   

 

 To prevent the distortion of FRA market prices, any LSE that submits a FFRAP may not 

subsequently participate in a PRA to procure any additional Zonal Resource Credits (“ZRCs”) 

that may be necessary to meet its PRMR.  Rather, an LSE will be required to submit a FRAP 

                                                 
106

  Tariff Section 69A.12.1; Tab B, Bladen at 15. 
107

  Id. 
108

  Tab B, Bladen at 16-17. 
109

  Tab B, Bladen at 17-19. 
110

   Tariff Section 69A.12.1.2.a. 
111

  Tab B, Bladen at 17. 
112

  Id. 
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prior to the applicable Planning Year.
113

  This procedure will mitigate the opportunity for an LSE 

to engage in arbitrage between the PRA and FRA.  Mitigating the arbitrage opportunities should 

facilitate just and reasonable outcomes in both the PRA and FRA. 

 

    ii. Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism 

 

 In addition to the FFRAP, the CRS includes an alternative mechanism for regulatory 

bodies to exercise their existing jurisdictional authority to assure long-term resource adequacy as 

an alternative to participating in the FRA.  This framework allows alternative retail suppliers the 

flexibility to either plan forward to procure resources needed to serve their load or rely on a state 

regulated backstop process that assures capacity is available to serve the State’s retail load on a 

forward basis.  Under the PCSM, a RERRA exercising its jurisdictional authority, takes 

responsibility for long-term resource adequacy needs of its retail consumers by ensuring all 

Competitive Retail Demand will be covered through a FFRAP or FRAP.
114

 The RERRA must 

indicate in its PSCM, the Market Participant(s) that are responsible for providing capacity on 

behalf of LSEs that are retail choice providers, and the rate of compensation for such capacity. 

Alternative retail providers subject to the PSCM can procure sufficient ZRCs for all or a portion 

of the Competitive Retail Demand that is served can submit a FFRAP and not be subject to the 

PSCM.  For LSEs serving Competitive Retail Demand that procure a portion of their ZRCs 

through the FFRAP, the remainder of ZRCs necessary to serve Competitive Retail Demand will 

be procured through the PSCM.    

 

 The PSCM provision respects State and federal jurisdictional authority relating to 

wholesale and retail supply and is consistent with Commission precedent.  In PJM, a similar 

process exists for States to manage long-term resource adequacy processes under the Fixed 

Resource Requirement alternative, called the State Compensation Mechanism.  The Commission 

has acknowledged and accepted Tariff provisions related to the PJM State Compensation 

Mechanism in both Ohio and Michigan.
115

   

 

Any settlements associated with the Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism will 

occur outside of the FRA market settlement procedures, and all settlements associated with 

charging and crediting the Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism rate will be administered 

by the RERRA.
116

  MISO will continue to settle the PRA and FRA with regard to Minimum 

Reliability Cost Allocation for resources outside of the Local Resource Zone to meet resource 

adequacy requirements.
117

 

   d. Materiality Threshold 

 

 In order to ensure the scope of CRS is narrowly tailored to ensure reliability for the 

Competitive Retail Areas and to produce competitive outcomes, the CRS includes a Materiality 

                                                 
113

  Id. 
114

  Tariff Section 69A.12.1.2.b; Tab B, Bladen at 17-19. 
115

  PJM Interconnection, 143 FERC ¶ 61,164 (May 23, 2013); American Electric Power Service Corporation, 134 

FERC ¶ 61,039 (January 20, 2011); PJM Interconnection, 143 FERC ¶ 61,009 (April 2, 2013).  
116

 Tab B, Bladen at 18-19. 
117

  Tab B, Bladen at 39-41. 
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Threshold.
118

  Absent this Materiality Threshold, the CRS could impact an entire Local Resource 

Zone, even if there is only a de minimis amount of Competitive Retail Demand in that LRZ.
119

 

 

 The Materiality Threshold is a quantity of Competitive Retail Demand that is equal to the 

greater of: (1) a percentage of the system-wide Planning Reserve Margin Requirement that has a 

0.01 day impact on the system-wide loss of load expectation; or (2) 0.5 percent of MISO’s 

system-wide Planning Reserve Margin Requirement for the relevant Planning Year.
120

  Either 

amount would be small enough that demand would have a negligible, if any, impact to the 

system-wide loss of load expectation.  Both provisions are included in the Materiality Threshold 

to provide certainty for Market Participants and regulatory jurisdictions that a Local Resource 

Zone will not change from year-to-year between participating in a FRA or continuing to 

participate in a PRA.  

 

 The rationale behind the Materiality Threshold is two-fold.  An auction in which the 

amount of participating demand is less than 0.5 percent of the PRMR would not provide a 

reliable price signal that reflects a LRZ’s long-term resource adequacy needs, or on which 

market participants could reliably base future resource adequacy decisions. Further, conducting a 

small-scale auction would create higher risks of market power abuse and may produce 

uneconomic market outcomes.  Similarly, demand that is less than one half of a percent of the 

region-wide PRMR does not pose regional reliability risks, and thus would not implicate the 

regional reliability concerns that the CRS seeks to address.
121

 

 

   e. Supply Offer Requirements  

 

 Supply resources located both within an LRZ with Competitive Retail Demand, and 

outside of LRZs with Competitive Retail Demand may participate in the FRA.
122

  Any supply 

resource that offers and clears in the FRA, or that is deemed a Pivotal Supplier (as described in 

more detail below) is subject to the Forward Resource Auction Subsequent Year Offer 

Requirement.
123

 Subsequent year offer requirements (sometimes referred to as “must offer 

requirements”) are necessary to prevent price and supply volatility by having supply resources 

swing in and out of the FRA on a year-to-year basis.  Price volatility associated with dramatic 

swings in the volume of supply being offered in the FRA reduces transparency and distorts 

market price outcomes for Market Participants that rely on auction clearing prices to make 

investment decisions.  Accordingly, any resource that clears in the FRA must offer into the next, 

subsequent FRA until either the resource no longer clears in the auction, or, timely notifies 

MISO of its withdrawal of the resource as explained in more detail in Mr. Bladen’s testimony.
124

   

 

                                                 
118

  Tariff Section at 69A.12.1.b.    
119

  Tab B, Bladen at 15-16. 
120

  Id. 
121

  Id. 
122

  Tab B, Bladen at 20. 
123

  Tariff Section 69A.12.6; Tab B, Bladen at 20-21.  
124

  Tab B, Bladen at 21-22. 
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 Supply resource participation is available to LSEs that are not currently serving 

Competitive Retail Demand, so long as the LSE offering such resources can demonstrate it is 

offering excess supply that is not necessary to serve its incumbent load (and meet the incumbent 

load’s PRMR).
125

  Specifically, any LSE that is serving demand not subject to retail choice must 

demonstrate it is not relying on the offered Capacity Resource to meet its Resource Adequacy 

Requirements for both the relevant Forward Resource Auction Planning Year, and subsequent 

Planning Year, and provide support demonstrating that it can meet its load ratio share of its 

Local Clearing Requirement without that capacity.
126

   This demonstration is necessary to avoid 

the risk of the CRS producing enhanced resource adequacy for Competitive Retail Demand at the 

expense of incumbent load being served by a traditionally-regulated LSE.
127

   

 

 While some stakeholders, including the IMM, expressed concern over regulated LSEs 

offering their excess capacity into the FRA, analysis by The Brattle Group indicates that the CRS 

market design will achieve reliability and acceptable price volatility outcomes even with offers 

from regulated LSEs.
128

  Although the prices, quantities, and consistency with which regulated 

LSEs offer into the FRA will have an effect on the FRA performance, it ensures the auction 

procures the least-cost resources that are available and able to serve Competitive Retail Demand 

on a going-forward basis. Allowing regulated LSEs to offer any excess supply that is not being 

utilized allows MISO’s Competitive Retail Demand to continue to receive the benefits associated 

with MISO’s regional marketplace.   

 

 In the alternative, prohibiting resources from regulated LSEs from receiving the FRA 

clearing price (or participating in the FRA) would amount to undue discrimination and would 

distort price formation.  Further, excluding resources from the FRA may cause inefficient, high-

cost resources to clear when a lower-cost resource is available and able to serve Competitive 

Retail Demand, creating economic deadweight loss.
129

  By allowing participation, with 

reasonable offer requirements (i.e., the Forward Resource Auction Subsequent Year Offer 

Requirement and capacity sufficiency demonstration), the FRA will always procure the least-cost 

resources that are available to ensure just and reasonable market outcomes.   

 

i. Market Mitigation Mechanisms and Pivotal Supplier 

Test 

 

 In order to prevent the exercise of market power in the FRA, any Market Participant that 

owns or contracts (through a FFRAP) for a resource located in an LRZ with Competitive Retail 

Demand will be subject to a Pivotal Supplier Test.
130

  Market Participants located outside of an 

LRZ with Competitive Retail Demand, but that wish to offer a resource within the FRA (or to 

serve Competitive Retail Demand through a FFRAP) are also subject to the Pivotal Supplier Test 

for their entire portfolio of resources that are qualified MISO Planning Resources to prevent any 

                                                 
125

  Tariff Section 69A.12.6. 
126

  Tariff Section 69A.12.6.1; Tab B, Bladen at 22. 
127

  Id. 
128

  Tab C, Brattle Section IV part C; see Tab B, Bladen at 23-24. 
129

  Tab C, Brattle Section VI, Parts A and B; Bladen at 23-24.  
130

  Tariff Sections 69A.12.7 and 64.2.4; Tab B, Bladen at 26-27. 
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economic withholding that could impact FRA auction clearing prices.
131

 As discussed in more 

detail below, resources eligible for offer exemptions, including the Safe Harbor Exemption, are 

not subject to the Pivotal Supplier Test. 

 

 To the extent resources are deemed pivotal, the resources will be subject to conduct and impact 

tests by the IMM to determine any economic or physical withholding.
132

  If a resource is not 

considered pivotal under the Pivotal Supplier Test, it will not be subject to market mitigation 

measures.
133

  

 

 In addition, during the stakeholder process, some stakeholders recommended including a 

Minimum Offer Price Rule (MOPR) mechanism in the FRA.  After examining the need for a 

MOPR, both MISO staff and the IMM found it was not necessary or appropriate to include in the 

CRS.  Specifically, the MISO footprint does not have excess buyers to suppress market prices to 

through artificially low supply offers.  Rather, the issue MISO faces is the stability of sufficient 

long-term supply for the Competitive Retail Areas that then has an impact on price volatility.  

These issues are more appropriately addressed through the subsequent year offer requirement, 

and requirements that LSEs show they can meet their own obligations before being allowed to 

offer excess into the FRA, as explained in more detail in Mr. Jeffrey Bladen’s testimony.
134

  

 

ii. Safe Harbor Exemption 

 

 LSEs that own or control Planning Resources physically located in an LRZ with 

Competitive Retail Demand but that serve non-retail choice customers outside of the retail 

choice LRZ are not required to offer into the FRA and are not subject to the Pivotal Supplier 

Test.
135

  The Safe Harbor provision is necessary to maintain State jurisdictional authority by 

allowing resources that are relied upon by traditionally-regulated LSEs to continue to serve load 

without any changes or impact from the CRS.
136

   

 

The Safe Harbor Exemption Limit is the maximum quantity of ZRCs for which an LSE 

may request a Safe Harbor Exemption.  Specifically, it cannot be greater than the PRMR of the 

LSE’s non-competitive retail demand plus a reasonable buffer of three percent (3%) above the 

PRMR.  A reasonable buffer for the Safe Harbor Exemption is necessary to account for any 

future uncertainties such as forecast error and resource availability.
137

   

 

    iii.  Other Exemptions 

  

In addition to the Safe Harbor Exemption, two other exemptions from FRA participation 

exist.  Resources that have cleared in a FRA, but in a future time frame are unable to physically 

                                                 
131

  Tab B, Bladen at 26-27. 
132

  Tab B, Bladen at 27. 
133

  Id. 
134

  Tab B, Bladen at 24-25. 
135

  Tab B, Bladen at 25-26. 
136

  Tariff Section 69A.12.5; Tab B, Bladen at 25-26. 
137

  Tab B, Bladen at 26. 
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participate, are eligible for a subsequent year offer requirement exemption.  In addition, supply 

resources that clear in an FRA but that later become subject to a financially and physically firm 

commitment to sell their capacity resource off-system to an external resource zone are eligible to 

receive an exemption from the Forward Resource Auction Subsequent Year Offer 

Requirement.
138

   

   g. Credit Requirements 

 

Market Participants intending to submit offers for New Planning Resources in the FRA 

are subject to Credit Requirements included in Module E-3 Section 69A.12.10, as explained in 

more detail in Mr. Bladen’s testimony.
139

  External Resources without firm transmission service 

will also be subject to new resource credit requirements, as described in more detail below. 

 

   h. New Resources 

 

New Generation Resources that intend to participate in the FRA will be required to 

satisfy all of MISO’s existing requirements for qualification as a Planning Resource prior to the 

relevant Planning Year.
140

  A new resource must have a Facilities Study and a System Impact 

Study completed seven (7) Calendar Days in advance of an FRA.
141

 

 

New Demand Response also will be permitted to participate in a FRA.  Given the 

uncertainty surrounding end-use consumers subscribing to a demand-side management program 

three years prior to the operating year in which their offer in the FRA must be deliverable, each 

Market Participant that wishes to participate in the FRA as a new demand-side resource will be 

required to file a Demand Response Capability Plan that fully supports that entity’s intended 

ZRC Offers.
142

  MISO’s Business Practices Manuals will set forth a template for submission of 

all data to be filed as a Demand Response Capability Plan.  New demand-side resources also will 

be required to demonstrate that the MW quantity clearing in the auction is reasonably expected 

to be physically delivered through the Planning Resource registrations for the relevant Planning 

Year.
143

 

  2. Forward Resource Auction Design 

   a. Benefits of Forward Procurement 

    i. Supports financing for new investments 

 

Forward procurement will send a meaningful price signal that represents the marginal 

value of capacity.  As a result, the FRA for retail choice jurisdictions will further MISO’s ability 

to ensure resource adequacy across all time horizons.  A three-year forward auction construct 

will provide both Planning Resources, and the investors in those resources, the forward price 

signals they need to make informed decisions regarding operation of existing resources, and 

investment decisions regarding market entry or exit in the case of older, less efficient resources.  

                                                 
138

  Tariff Section 69A.12.6; Tab B, Bladen at 21-22. 
139

  Tariff Section 69A.12.10; Tab B, Bladen at 28. 
140

  Tariff Section 69A.12.10.2. 
141

  Tab B, Bladen at 28-29. 
142

  Id. 
143

  Id. 
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Moreover, as discussed further in Mr. Doying’s testimony, the importance of providing future 

visibility is heightened by the possibility of future environmental regulations and other market 

conditions affecting MISO’s resource supply mix.  Providing price signals regarding future 

market reaction to such factors is central to achieving long-term resource adequacy. 

 

    ii. Advance decisions made about retirements 

 

A forward capacity auction promotes advance investment decisions from new resources 

seeking entry into MISO and from resources that are contemplating retirement.  The FRA will 

provide MISO the opportunity to resolve reliability issues in advance through market outcomes 

revealed in a forward auction.  Receiving retirement decisions in advance not only improves 

operational planning, but also encourages new entry consistent with the price signals sent by the 

market.
144

 

 

   b. Forward Resource Auction Parameters 

 

As more fully discussed in Mr. Bladen’s testimony,  the FRA will be a three-year forward 

capacity auction utilizing a downward-sloping demand curve to appropriately recognize the 

value of marginal capacity and send advance price signals necessary to meet the capacity needs 

of retail choice jurisdictions without any state or local long-term resource planning provisions.
145

  

Consistent with stakeholder feedback, including the IMM, the FRA procures all of a given 

LRZ’s capacity requirements in one auction.
146

 This market design element ensures proper 

capacity price formation for all capacity resources that are necessary to meet local reliability 

requirements.  Furthermore, conducting the PRA and FRA as two structurally separate auctions 

will mitigate the significant risk that FRA clearing prices might distort PRA clearing prices, due 

to the PRA’s continued use of a vertical demand curve.  Resources that clear in the FRA will be 

self-scheduled into the existing PRA construct at a zero price.   

 

   c. Variable Reliability Target 

    i. Variable Reliability Target Considerations    
 

 A key objective for the VRT design was to maintain reliability in retail choice areas. The 

VRT was specifically designed to solve future reliability risks that will occur without any 

changes to the existing construct. Future reliability needs are measured by considering the 

amount of capacity necessary to achieve 1-in-10 LOLE.
147

  The CRS, by incorporating the VRT 

design, achieves this result. In addition to the desired reliability outcome, the VRT analysis relies 

on a proxy value of a one day in every five years (“1-in-5 LOLE”) as the minimum acceptable 

reliability level before additional capacity would be procured in the PRA. The minimum 

acceptable levels of both ISO-NE and PJM are also consistent with the 1-in-5 LOLE.
148

 In 

addition, as discussed with stakeholders, the VRT design should produce investment signals for 

                                                 
144

  Tab C, Brattle at 14, 24, 54. 
145

  Tab B, Bladen at 29. 
146

  Id. 
147

  Tab B, Bladen at 32. 
148

  Tab C, Brattle at 39.  
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both new entrants and existing resources to utilize when making investment decisions, which 

will ultimately enhance reliability.   

 

 Specifically, in evaluating design options for the VRT, price volatility and timing were 

two additional considerations.  The VRT design evaluated whether year-to-year volatility could 

be mitigated and reduced, and whether market outcomes efficiently recognize the marginal 

reliability value of incremental capacity resources.  Similarly, investment signals should account 

for competitive alternatives that may be offered from new entrants and ensure availability for 

delivery in the relevant Planning Year.  

   

 Second, the VRT must also strike a delicate balance to ensure that the CRS does not 

interfere with existing State resource planning processes utilized in the majority of the MISO 

footprint by State regulators and their utilities.  Throughout the stakeholder process, this 

foundational component was a theme expressed by almost all stakeholders as a prerequisite to 

any resource adequacy solution. 
149

 

 

    ii. Monte Carlo Simulation Analysis 

 

 To confirm the VRT demand curve design reasonably balances core design objectives, 

the Brattle Group utilized a probabilistic Monte Carlo simulation analysis.
150

  The Brattle Group 

has previously used similar Monte Carlo analyses in PJM and ISO-NE for demand curve design, 

and such analysis is consistent with Commission precedent in both of these market constructs.  

The Monte Carlo simulation modeled long-term equilibrium when new supply is necessary to 

maintain reliability.  Specifically, the Monte Carlo analysis simulates fluctuations in supply, 

demand, and transmission conditions.  Based on these simulations, the Monte Carlo produces 

expected distributions of prices, reserve margins, and reliability outcomes.   

 

 The Brattle Group, in conducting the Monte Carlo simulation analysis, also had to 

account for integrated utility behavior.  Unlike other RTOs where supply is predominately 

merchant, the majority of MISO’s supply and demand is vertically-integrated.  Because of these 

unique differences, State and utility planning processes must be balanced differently than in 

other systems.
151

   

 

 Further, utilities are able to offer excess capacity into the Forward Resource Auction, and 

will compete with and potentially displace some merchant supply to reduce the total cost of 

meeting reliability objectives.  To account for uncertainty in utility offer behavior, The Brattle 

Group developed a model based on the premise that utilities’ integrated planning processes will 

not be materially changed by the CRS, that they will continue to build capacity to meet the needs 

of their customers consistent with the requirements of traditional State regulation, and that they 

may be willing to sell excess capacity credits to others.  The Brattle Group assumed integrated 

utilities would not consider selling any excess capacity until they reach a three percent (3%) 

buffer above their Planning Reserve Margin Requirements.  The buffer represents utility 

                                                 
149

  Tab C, Brattle at 5, 20-22, 51. 
150

  Tab C, Brattle at 14-25. 
151

  Tab C, Brattle at 5, 20-22, 51. 
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conservatism in planning to prevent an unexpected loss of a resource from leaving them with 

inadequate supply and having to buy replacement capacity in the prompt auction.
152

  The Brattle 

Group reviewed this approach with stakeholders and also tested a broad range of alternative 

assumptions regarding utility willingness to offer excess capacity.   

 

 In conducting the simulation analysis, The Brattle Group analyzed several demand curves 

with a range of price caps (as suggested by stakeholders) from 1.0 times the Cost of New Entry 

(“CONE”) to 2.0 times CONE.
153

  Brattle “tuned” each curve, by adjusting the foot quantity, to 

achieve the 1-in-10 LOLE requirement on average.  While reliability is the principle design 

objective driving the VRT, the VRT design will reduce price volatility, reduce risk of future 

capacity shortages, and ensure the continued equitable treatment between utility and competitive 

retail loads.    

 

 Although a downward-sloping VRT for retail choice load in the FRA is a fundamental 

design element of the CRS, Brattle also examined the possibility of using a vertical demand 

curve, with Brattle’s analysis revealing that a forward market construct utilizing the vertical 

demand curve in retail choice areas would likely result in high price volatility.
154

  The Monte 

Carlo analysis conducted by the Brattle Group found that the combination of steep system and 

local supply curves with a vertical demand curve in the forward auction creates significant risk 

of price spikes from moderate levels to the price cap.    

 

 

 
 

 

                                                 
152

  Tab C, Brattle at 6-7, 16, 21-22, 29, 32. 
153

  Tab C, Brattle at 39-47. 
154

  Tab C, Brattle at 36-39. 
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 As Drs. Newell, Spees, and Oates explain in more detail, not only would frequent price 

spikes occur, but also shortage conditions would become extremely likely if the vertical demand 

curve remained at one hundred percent of PRMR.
155

  As illustrated in the figure above, the 

vertical demand curve would have to be shifted substantially to the right of the requirement in 

order to achieve the reliability standard.  By introducing a downward-sloping demand curve for 

competitive retail areas in the forward auction, price volatility will be reduced by thirteen 

percent, with price-cap events decreasing by thirty percent.  

 

 Brattle used its Monte Carlo model to design a VRT that achieves the reliability objective 

and reduces price volatility.  The demand curve’s price cap, quantity at the price cap, shape, and 

width were designed to achieve the CRS design objectives.  The VRT design reflects a price cap 

of 1.4 times Net CONE.
156

  Although this is somewhat lower than price caps utilized in both 

PJM and ISO-NE, the unique attributes of the MISO footprint makes a lower price cap more 

appropriate.  Specifically, because the vast majority of the MISO footprint will continue to use 

the existing PRA Resource Adequacy process, the use of a 1.4 times Net CONE price cap 

ensures consistency between the two resource adequacy price caps.  The use of a higher forward 

cap would increase the discrepancy between the forward and prompt auction structures. Further, 

the majority of stakeholders opposed a price cap increase above the current 1.0 times CONE 

during the CRS stakeholder process.
157

   

 

 In addition to maintaining alignment between forward and prompt processes, the VRT 

price cap, coupled with wider demand curve, will mitigate price volatility in competitive retail 

areas.  MISO’s footprint, unlike other eastern RTOs, does not predominately consist of merchant 

capacity, thus reducing the risk of a reliability impact from supply shortage conditions.  

Consequently, the need for a higher price cap to protect against extreme shortage events is not 

the same need that exists in PJM, NYISO, or ISO-NE.  

 

 Turning to the shape of the sloped demand curve, The Brattle Group considered straight-

line, convex, and concave curve designs.  As depicted in the figure below other markets have 

adopted demand curves using all of these shapes.
158

  The use of a straight-line demand curve 

strikes a favorable balance among other demand curves that were considered. 

 

                                                 
155

  Tab C, Brattle at 36-37. 
156

  Tariff Section 69A.12.3.5 
157

  Tab C, Brattle at 39-46. 
158

  Tab C, Brattle Figure 8 at 42. 
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The straight-line curve’s simplicity, coupled with improved price volatility outcomes when 

compared to a convex curve design, led MISO to adopt The Brattle Group’s recommendation for 

a straight-line design.   

 

 The VRT demand curve design incorporates a wider proportional demand curve to 

mitigate price volatility.  As described in more detail in the Brattle Group’s analysis, the MISO 

design curve with a width of 16 percent of the reliability requirement (approximately 1,700 MW) 

is designed to mitigate risks of price volatility that could occur due to the smaller market size 

(approximately 10,400 MW) and variability in utility offers.  Wider demand curves are 

advantageous in smaller scale markets, and have been utilized in NYISO.  While a wider demand 

curve could further reduce price volatility, it would also increase the likelihood of over 

procurement.  On the other hand, a demand curve that is too steep would be more susceptible to 

the exercise of market power.  The VRT width reflects a reasonable balance of price volatility 

without over-procuring capacity.
159

 

 

     

    iii. Comparison to Status Quo 

 

 The Brattle Group’s analysis of the VRT confirms that future reliability needs of 

Competitive Retail Demand will continue to be met through the CRS resource adequacy 

construct.  By utilizing the VRT sloped demand curve design three years prior to a Planning 

Year, merchant suppliers will benefit from adequate lead time to see when and where capacity is 

                                                 
159

  Tab C, Brattle at 42-44, 51. 
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necessary, and respond accordingly.  A more elastic supply curve will support reliability and 

price stability, in contrast to the status quo which combines inelastic supply with inelastic, 

vertical demand.  The results from PJM’s forward Reliability Pricing Model confirm greater 

elasticity exists in a forward construct as opposed to prompt procurement.  

 

 The VRT’s downward-sloping demand curve makes prices less sensitive to small 

changes in cleared supply.  By reducing price volatility, the market becomes more structurally 

competitive and reduces the ability (or incentive) for market power.  More stable auction results 

benefit both buyers and sellers of capacity by providing less year-over-year changes in market 

outcomes.   

 

 Further, the Monte Carlo analysis shows that the downward-sloping demand curve, as 

part of the CRS, will produce prices necessary to meet reliability objectives. The Brattle Group’s 

analysis indicates that the CRS will support 1,800 MW of more merchant than the status quo.  

The wide demand curve design will continue to attract enough merchant generation resources, to 

meet competitive retail loads’ needs even with utilities offering available excess supply into the 

Forward Resource Auction.
160

  

 

   d. Variable Reliability Target Review Process 

 

 Understanding that market conditions will continue to evolve, MISO believes that a 

regular, and at a minimum a quadrennial, Planning Year review process, similar to what is 

utilized in both PJM and ISO-NE, will provide an opportunity for MISO and its stakeholders to 

test the VRT and ensure it will continue to produce just and reasonable outcomes.  As a result, to 

assure that the downward-sloping curve sends accurate price signals, MISO will perform a 

review of the VRT no later than every fourth Planning Year after the 2018-2019 Planning 

Year.
161

  MISO will evaluate the performance of the VRT demand curve and consider whether 

changes to the level of the price cap, the demand curve width, and regulated utility assumptions 

need to be revaluated.
162

  By conducting a periodic review of the shape of the VRT and the curve 

inputs (such as CONE), MISO, with stakeholder consultation, can determine whether changes to 

the VRT are warranted.
163

  Any changes to the VRT resulting from this periodic review process 

will be filed with the Commission under Section 205 of the FPA. 

 

   e. Transmission Modeling 

 

Transmission system modeling for the FRA will be conducted in the same fashion as the 

PRA, including transfer limits for LRZs and sub-regions with competitive retail choice.
164

  

However, the LCR will be modeled based on the quantity of competitive retail demand as a 

percentage of the relevant LRZ’s total demand.
165

  This method will ensure the accurate 

                                                 
160

  Id. 
161

  Tariff Section 69A.12.3.3 
162

  Tab C, Brattle at 54. 
163

  See Tab B, Bladen at 35. 
164

  Tariff Section 69A.12.8.1; Tab B, Bladen at 36-37. 
165

  Tab B, Bladen at 36-37. 

ER17-284 Transmittal Ltr

034a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



The Honorable Kimberly D. Bose 

November 1, 2016 

Page 35 

 

 

modeling of expected transmission limits during the planning year.  This will allow as much 

supply to compete as can be delivered to serve retail choice load, as would be the case with 

respect to non-retail choice load in the PRA.  As further discussed by Mr. Bladen, MISO’s 

existing Simultaneous Feasibility Test (“SFT”) will be used in the same manner as in the PRA to 

ensure that any potential network violations are eliminated.
166

  In the event that supply resources 

procured in the FRA become partially or wholly infeasible through the SFT, additional resources 

initially cleared may be procured through the FRA.   

 

 B. The FRA integration into the Planning Resource Auction preserves existing  

  resource adequacy processes 

  1. Self-schedule into PRA with vertical demand curve 

 

Supply that clears in an FRA will be reflected in the PRA as being procured by the 

relevant LSE at a zero price.
167

  Demand that clears will be represented in the PRA’s vertical 

demand curve.  The SFT that MISO conducts in conjunction with the PRA will include supply 

that clears in the FRA.  If supply that clears in the FRA is either partially or wholly infeasible, 

additional capacity will be procured.  For the first three Planning Years following the effective 

incorporation of the CRS design into MISO’s Tariff, MISO will conduct provisional FRAs to 

ensure a smooth transition from the PRA to the FRA in participating LRZs.   

 

  2. Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation 
  

If after conducting the FRA, the quantity of supply procured in the auction is no longer 

sufficient to meet a 1--in-5 LOLE reliability standard, replacement supply will be procured in the 

PRA and Competitive Retail Demand will be assigned a Minimum Reliability Cost 

Allocation.
168

  The Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation will be triggered if, in the event 

constraints prevent supply resources from being delivered to Competitive Retail Demand, or are 

no longer feasible, the reliability standard drops below the 1-in-5 LOLE.  Costs associated with 

replacement supply purchased in the PRA to meet Competitive Retail Demand will be allocated 

under the Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation.   

 

 Costs for replacement capacity procured in the PRA will be allocated to Competitive 

Retail Demand that had resources procured in the FRA.  The Minimum Reliability Cost 

Allocation will be used to offset any additional PRA revenue requirements that occurred because 

of the decrease in feasible supply resources.  While the Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation 

provides a just and reasonable backstop in the event supply resources are decreased as a result of 

constraints between the FRA and PRA, it is unlikely the Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation 

will be triggered or utilized with any frequency.
169

  Given the interconnected nature of the 

transmission system, coupled with the realistic scenario that any potential constraints will not 

cause reliability to slip much, if any, past a 1-in-5 LOLE standard, the Minimum Reliability Cost 

Allocation will be rarely used and only triggered under extreme scenarios.   

                                                 
166

  Tab B, Bladen at 37-38. 
167

  Tariff Section 69A.12.8.3; Tab B, Bladen at 38. 
168

  Tariff Section 69A.12.9.e; Tab B, Bladen at 38-39. 
169

  Tab B, Bladen at 42. 
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  3. Interim Forward Resource Auctions  

  

In order to allow the CRS to begin procuring capacity in a manner that produces more 

timely and efficient price signals, the CRS includes interim FRAs.
170

  All Interim FRA processes 

will be run separate from the PRA and utilize the VRT.  The auction schedule, included in Tab 

O, will commence in a schedule as outlined below: 

 

  March 2018:  First Interim FRA 

  August 2018:  Second Interim FRA 

  September 2018: Third Interim FRA 

  October 2018:  Fourth Interim FRA
171

 

 

The first steady-state FRA will take place in March 2019 for the 2022/23 Planning Year.  The 

transitional auctions need to occur in a timely manner, as MISO may be facing shortage 

conditions, particularly in retail choice areas, as early as 2018.
172

  

 

 In addition to Interim Auctions, MISO considered whether an incremental auction 

process was necessary to include in the CRS.  In the event of a capacity shortfall after the FRA is 

conducted, any potential shortfall would likely have a de minimis effect on the system-wide 

LOLE.  Further, even in the unlikely scenario where a capacity shortfall in the FRA does have an 

effect on the system-wide LOLE to drop it below Minimum Reliability Needs, MISO will use 

the PRA to procure the marginal amount of capacity necessary.
173

  Consequently, MISO 

determined an incremental auction process was not necessary for inclusion in the CRS.  

 

 C. The Forward Resource Auction supports future reliability  

  

A key benefit associated with the CRS resource adequacy enhancements is the forward 

procurement of capacity resources.  Procuring capacity three years in advance of a Planning Year 

creates a transparent forward price signal for capacity resources to make rational and efficient 

investment decisions.  Forward procurement of capacity resources has been used in other RTO 

regions to facilitate timely and transparent price signals to necessary to attract new generation 

resource investments and facilitate investment in existing generation resources. 

 

  1. The design ensures future reliability requirements continue to be met  

   and reduces price volatility 

  

The Forward Resource Auction will allow for 1-in-10 LOLE reliability standards to 

continue to ensure that sufficient supply is available to meet the needs of Competitive Retail 

Demand.  As further indicated in the testimony by Dr. Spees, Newell, and Oates, the Monte 

Carlo analysis shows that the demand curve, as part of the CRS, will produce prices necessary to 

                                                 
170

  Tariff Section 69A.12.12; Tab B, Bladen at 43-44. 
171

  Tab B, Bladen at 44; Tab O. 
172

  See Tab F. 
173

  Tab B, Bladen at 42-43. 

ER17-284 Transmittal Ltr

036a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



The Honorable Kimberly D. Bose 

November 1, 2016 

Page 37 

 

 

meet reliability objectives. of the analysis indicates that the CRS will support 1,800 MW 

additional merchant generation than the status quo.    

 

 By providing capacity price signals three years in advance of the Planning Year, the CRS 

creates forward visibility that will provide more insight and transparency for entities making 

investment decisions.  As opposed to having only a year-to-year investment point, the FRA will 

provide additional data points for resources to evaluate and understand market conditions.  The 

FRA, through its forward auction processes, allows Market Participants to see a bigger picture of 

how MISO’s generation needs are evolving, and will encourage rational investment decisions.  A 

more transparent market will be especially beneficial for new resources that may be capital 

intensive.  Forward price signals will show investors what the market value is for a potential 

resource, whether a new resource is necessary, and what potential market revenues may be for 

the new resource.   

  

 As with any market structure, price volatility will occur in the Forward Resource 

Auction.  Compared to PJM and ISO-NE, MISO’s FRA has an additional source of variability: 

the potential swings in utility supply that is offered into the auction  However, as explained in 

more detail in The Brattle Group’s testimony, forward price volatility is projected to improve 

anywhere from six to fifteen percent.   

 

 Forward price transparency in MISO’s markets will create more opportunity for demand-

side investments to compete with supply-side resources and remove barriers to demand resource 

participation.  The increased transparency with a forward auction will allow for demand response 

resources and load modifying resources to attract customers in locations where the market has 

identified a capacity need.
174

 

 

 In addition to market participants, enhanced market transparency provides value for 

parties that utilize auction alternatives to procure capacity by creating a price benchmark that is 

useful for non-market capacity procurements as well.  For LSEs and state regulators, forward 

market prices create a price to compare when entering into bilateral contracts.     

  

  2. Provides advance decisions about retirements, resulting in cost- 

   savings 

  

Another advantage of the forward capacity procurement is the ability to foresee future 

capacity needs.  While this is not an issue for MISO’s regulated jurisdictions, for retail choice 

areas, by the time the market reflects a capacity shortage, it is too late for the market to respond.  

By procuring capacity three years in advance, retail choice areas will be able to see reliability 

issues coming, providing the market with the opportunity to respond through generation 

investments, demand side opportunities and transmission upgrades.  

 

 Forward procurement also facilitates market efficiencies that will result in cost savings 

for end-use customers.  When future reliability needs are anticipated three years out, the market 

                                                 
174

  See Tab K, Advanced Energy Management Alliance comments. 
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will send timely signals for investment in efficient generation resources, both new and existing. 

Improving investment price signals to encourage efficient investment allows the market to avoid 

over reliance on expensive, less efficient resources that may be more costly to operate.   

 

 On a similar note, when a generation resource makes a retirement announcement, the 

market will have three years to respond to the generation shift through market outcomes.  With 

the potential for future environmental regulations and likely retirements of generation assets 

nearing the end of their useful life, the CRS provides additional time to for the market to respond  

to external factors.   

 

 D. The FRA provides an opportunity to resolve seams issues by close alignment  

  of Michigan and Illinois’s resource adequacy constructs. 

  

Establishing a forward resource adequacy construct provides benefit for both Michigan 

and Illinois.  A three-year, forward resource adequacy requirement closely aligns with the 

current design utilized in the PJM portion of both States.  Creating a similar resource provides 

the opportunity to resolve seams issues between the MISO and PJM footprints.  The CRS would 

create a three-year forward capacity product, similar to the RPM three-year forward capacity 

product in PJM.  

 

 In addition, parity between the two market structures may prevent additional generation 

resources from exiting the MISO footprint and pseudo-tying into PJM.  On the contrary, resource 

adequacy alignment may also bring additional Planning Resources that are situated in a retail 

choice LRZ but that are serving other systems back to MISO.   

 

 E. Miscellaneous Provisions 

 

In order to integrate the Competitive Retail Solution and its relevant aspects (including, 

but not limited to, the Forward Resource Auction and Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plans), 

MISO revised several existing Tariff sections in Modules A, D, and E-1.  The changes included 

in this filing and the reason why each change was made are included in the table below for the 

Commission’s convenience. 

 

When drafting Tariff language for the CRS, MISO utilized existing Module E-1 language 

as a basis for proposed Module E-3.  This provided stakeholders greater familiarity with the draft 

language as it was structured in accordance with Module E-1 and mirrored the existing language 

as much as possible.  As a result, other than CRS-specific language as described in greater detail 

above, there is significant overlap between language in Modules E-1 and Module E-3.  MISO 

also created new CRS-related defined terms located in Module A for clarity and consistency. 
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Section Revised Tariff Language Reason 

1.A (definition of 

Auction Clearing 

Price) 

…quantity that clears in the Planning 

Resource Auction or Forward Resource 

Auction for a given LRZ for the 

applicable Planning Year. 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing 

definition. 

1.C (definition of 

Capacity Export 

Limit) 

…reliably exported from that LRZ 

associated with the applicable PRA or 

FRA. 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing 

definition. 

1.C (definition of 

Capacity Import 

Limit) 

…reliably imported into that LRZ 

associated with the applicable PRA or 

FRA. 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing 

definition. 

1.C (definition of 

Coincident Peak 

Demand) 

…to include any known reductions in 

Demand related to LMRs and/or Energy 

Efficiency Resources associated with 

the applicable PRA or FRA. 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing 

definition. 

1.D (definition of 

Deliverability 

Benefit Zone) 

…equal Auction Clearing Prices in a 

Planning Resource Auction or Forward 

Resource Auction resulting from the 

same auction constraint. 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing 

definition. 

1.L (definition of 

Local Clearing 

Requirement) 

…required to meet the LOLE while 

fully using the Capacity Import Limit 

for such LRZ associated with the 

applicable PRA or FRA. 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing 

definition. 

1.L (definition of 

Local Reliability 

Requirement) 

…physically located in an LRZ to meet 

the LOLE, without considering 

transmission ties to systems outside of 

the LRZ associated with the applicable 

PRA or FRA. 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing 

definition. 

1.P (definition of 

Planning Reserve 

Margin 

Requirement) 

…meet the LSE’s Resource Adequacy 

Requirements or CRS Resource 

Adequacy Requirements associated with 

the PRA or FRA, as applicable. 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing 

definition. 

1.R (definition of 

Relevant Electric 

Retail Regulatory 

Authority) 

An The entity that has jurisdiction over 

and establishes the retail electric prices 

and/or any retail competition policies 

for providers of retail electric service to 

end customers… 

Conforms the definition of 

RERRA to the definition found 

in Order 719. 

1.R (definition of 

Resource 

Adequacy 

Requirements) 

The planning reserve procedures and 

requirements located in Sections 68 up 

to, but not including, Section 70 Module 

E-1 and Module E-2 of this Tariff… 

Corrects reference to sections 

containing Resource Adequacy 

Requirements with new Module 

E-3 in Section 69A.12, et al. 

1.S (definition of 

Sub-Regional 

Export Constraint) 

The amount of Planning Resources in 

megawatts modeled in the PRA and the 

FRA within an applicable Sub-Regional 

Resource Zone… 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing 

definition. 
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1.S (definition of 

Sub-Regional 

Import Constraint) 

The amount of Planning Resources in 

megawatts modeled in the PRA and the 

FRA, not within an applicable Sub-

Regional Resource Zone… 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing 

definition. 

1.Z (definition of 

Zonal 

Deliverability 

Charge) 

A positive charge per ZRC associated 

with ZRCs in a FRAP or FFRAP that 

may be assessed to an LSE based upon 

the congestion… 

Integrates FFRAPs from CRS 

into the existing definition. 

1.Z (definition of 

Zonal Resource 

Credit) 

...a credit in the MECT, which is 

eligible to be offered by a Market 

Participant into the PRA or the FRA, to 

be sold bilaterally, and/or to be 

submitted through a Fixed Resource 

Adequacy Plan or a Forward Fixed 

Resource Adequacy Plan. 

Integrates the FRA and FFRAPs 

into the existing definition. 

1.Z (definition of 

ZRC Offer) 

An offer into the PRA or the FRA of 

ZRCs by a Market Participant. 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing 

definition. 

53.1.b Conduct affecting the Forward Resource 

Auction or the Planning Resource 

Auction, including, but not limited to, 

economic withholding of ZRC Offers 

and/or physical withholding of ZRC 

Offers, other than ZRCs, into the FRA 

or the PRA; 

Allows the IMM to review 

conduct of Market Participants 

in the Forward Resource 

Auction. 

64.1.1.d The following threshold will be 

employed by the IMM to identify 

physical withholding by a supplier of 

Planning Resources from the Forward 

Resource Auction or the Planning 

Resource Auction: withholding of more 

than the Physical Withholding 

Threshold Quantity of resources under 

the supplier’s ownership or control from 

the Forward Resource Auction or the 

Planning Resource Auction. 

Allows the IMM’s Physical 

Withholding threshold to apply 

to the Forward Resource 

Auction. 

64.1.1.d.ii The IMM may modify the Physical 

Withholding Threshold Quantity by a 

Commission filing if it determines that 

the current threshold is not effective in 

mitigating suppliers’ ability to affect 

prices in the Forward Resource Auction 

or the Planning Resource Auction, or 

that the current threshold is 

unreasonably restrictive. 

Allows the IMM to modify the 

Physical Withholding Threshold 

Quantity if the threshold is not 

effective in mitigating the 

Forward Resource Auction. 
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64.1.1.g Market Participants with excess 

capacity can refuse to submit ZRC 

Offers into the Forward Resource 

Auction or the Planning Resource 

Auction without being deemed to have 

engaged in Physical Withholding by the 

IMM under the following circumstances 

Allows the caveats regarding 

Physical Withholding to apply to 

conduct in the Forward Resource 

Auction. 

64.1.1.g.x Market Participants with capacity in 

Suspend status that is not offered as part 

of the Forward Resource Auction or the 

Planning Resource Auction because 

operation of that Capacity would be 

contrary to applicable law, regulation, or 

court or agency order (such as a state 

regulatory order pertaining to non-

operation of a generator, settlement with 

an environmental agency, or a consent 

decree approved by a court)… 

Allows this exemption to apply 

to Market Participants 

participating in the Forward 

Resource Auction. 

64.1.4.f.ii Beginning with the 2017/2018 Planning 

Year, the Transmission Provider and the 

IMM shall determine the default 

technology-specific avoidable costs and 

post them on the Transmission 

Provider’s website by no later than 59 

days prior to the deadline for offers to 

sell Planning Resources in the Forward 

Resource Auction or the Planning 

Resource Auction. 

Allows the default technology-

specific avoidable costs to apply 

to the Forward Resource 

Auction. 

68A.2 The Transmission Provider shall 

perform a technical analysis on an 

annual basis to establish the PRM for 

the Transmission Provider Region for 

the applicable PRA and FRA and the 

Transmission Provider will publish the 

results by November 1 preceding the 

applicable Planning Year. … 

 

The Transmission Provider annually 

will calculate and publish on its website 

the estimated PRM for each of the next 

nine (9) subsequent Planning Years… 

Integrates establishing the PRM 

for the Transmission Provider 

Region for the Forward 

Resource Auction into the 

existing section in accordance 

with the Module E-1 existing 

schedule. 

68A.3.1 The Transmission Provider will 

establish and publish, on the 

Transmission Provider’s public website, 

SRRZs, SRECs and SRICs for the 

Integrates the establishment of 

SRRZs, SRECs, and SRICs for 

the Forward Resource Auction 

into the existing Module E-1 
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applicable PRA and FRA as soon as 

practical but no later than the first 

business day of March for the following 

Planning Year February. 

section.  Accelerates the 

publishing of these values by one 

month to give Market 

Participants notice in advance of 

the FRA. 

68A.4 On or before November 1st of each 

year, the Transmission Provider will 

determine preliminary values for the 

CIL and CEL for the applicable PRA 

and FRA for each of the LRZs for the 

following Planning Year by considering 

factors… 

 

Prior to the Forward Resource Auction, 

Tthese values will be updated, if 

needed, no later than eight (8) Business 

Days before the last Business Day in 

February, due to changes to firm 

capacity commitments from MISO 

resources to neighboring regions.  

pPrior to the Planning Resource 

Auction, these values will be updated, if 

needed, but no later than eight (8) 

Business Days before the last Business 

Day in March, due to changes to firm 

capacity commitments from MISO 

resources to neighboring regions prior to 

the Planning Resource Auction. 

Integrates the establishment of 

CIL and CEL for the Forward 

Resource Auction into the 

existing Module E-1 section. 

 

 

 

 

Accelerates the update of these 

values as applicable for the FRA 

given the FRA’s earlier timing 

when compared to the PRA. 

68A.5 Inserted “for the applicable PRA and 

FRA” where appropriate.  

Integrates the establishment of 

Local Reliability Requirements 

for the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing Module 

E-1 section in accordance with 

the existing schedule. 

68A.6 Inserted “and Forward Resource 

Auction” where appropriate. 

Integrates the establishment of 

Local Clearing Requirements for 

the Forward Resource Auction 

into the existing Module E-1 

section in accordance with the 

existing schedule. 

69A.1.1.a Replaced “upcoming Planning Year” 

with “applicable PRA and FRA” where 

appropriate. 

 

All of these forecasts shall be submitted 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing Module 

E-1 section regarding Forecasted 

Demand Identification. 
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by November 1
st
 prior to each Planning 

Year conducting the PRA and FRA, as 

applicable,… 

69A.4 …Capacity Resources will be given 

capacity values based on Unforced 

Capacity for the applicable PRA and 

FRA… 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing Module 

E-1 section regarding Planning 

Resource Capacity Values. 

69A.4.1 The Transmission Provider will 

determine the Unforced Capacity for 

each Capacity Resource for the 

applicable PRA and FRA… 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing Module 

E-1 section regarding Unforced 

Capacity of Capacity Resources. 

69A.4.5 …through the MECT in order to offer 

such ZRCs into a PRA or an FRA. 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing Module 

E-1 section regarding Attributes 

of ZRCs. 

69A.7.1.b Participating Demand:  All LSEs will 

be required to meet their PRMR through 

the PRA process, unless they have: (i) 

opted out of the PRA pursuant to 

Section 69A.9, (ii) and/or have decided 

to pay the Capacity Deficiency Charge, 

and/or (iii) participated in the 

Competitive Retail Solution, for such 

demand that participated in the 

Competitive Retail Solution. 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction into the existing Module 

E-1 section regarding 

Participating Demand in the 

PRA. 

69A.7.1.c.vi …and the set of ZRC Offers, all cleared 

ZRC Offers from the applicable FRA 

modeled at a zero price, all ZRCs 

included in a FFRAP submitted for an 

FRA modeled at a zero price and the 

sum of: (1) total PRMR for the 

Transmission Provider Region minus 

the amount of PRMR associated with 

the Capacity Deficiency Charge for each 

LRZ, for demand that is non-

Competitive Retail Demand; and (2) the 

quantity of demand as described in 

Section 69A.12.8.3. 

Integrates the Forward Resource 

Auction outcomes into the 

Planning Resource Auction 

clearing process. 
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 F. The CRS reflects the best solution designed to meet the needs of MISO’s  

  footprint 

  

Three centralized capacity markets in the Eastern Interconnection that include 

jurisdictions with competitive retail access have utilized similar design mechanisms to ensure 

long-term resource adequacy at the least cost.  PJM, ISO-NE, and NYISO have all transitioned 

from the use of a vertical demand curve to a downward-sloping demand curve.  As these markets 

matured, all three RTOs expressed concern over future market price volatility, which could drive 

low capacity prices to or near capacity deficiency pricing.  In order to respond to changing 

market conditions where capacity supply was tightening, PJM, ISO-NE, and NYISO adopted 

downward-sloping demand curves to facilitate just and reasonable market outcomes.  

  

 While the majority of MISO LSEs are vertically-integrated utilities operating under 

traditional state regulatory constructs, the competitive retail choice regions in MISO are 

experiencing similar conditions that prompted PJM, ISO-NE, and NYISO to implement a 

downward-sloping demand curve.  MISO’s regional footprint provides significant benefit and the 

opportunity for reserve sharing across State borders.  However, with reserve margins diminishing 

across many States, there may be less opportunity for resource sharing between traditionally-

regulated States and Retail Choice Areas as shortage conditions approach.  

 

 As shown in the OMS-MISO Survey, excess supply from regulated States is diminishing 

due to resource retirements and other factors. Although these regulated jurisdictions have control 

over future resource adequacy within their individual States, load in Competitive Retail Areas 

cannot continue to rely on “overbuilt” resources in traditionally regulated jurisdictions to serve 

retail choice load.  Consequently, as MISO’s competitive retail areas become increasingly reliant 

on market price signals for merchant generation, these regions, like those in the Eastern 

Interconnection, will benefit from a downward-sloping demand curve. 

 

 Similarly, PJM and ISO-NE procure capacity three years prior to physical delivery.  The 

Commission, in approving a three-year forward commitment for both RTOs, determined that 

three years strikes the right balance of encouraging competitive entry of new resources and 

efficient exit of existing resources, with risks that are placed on suppliers and customers.
175

  For 

the CRS, a three-year forward commitment also strikes the right balance to foster resource 

investment opportunities with supply risks for forward procurement.  As the Brattle analysis 

confirms, three-year forward procurement will provide price stability, to the benefit of both 

Planning Resources and consumers.   

 

  G. Alternative proposals considered (IMM) 

 Before selecting the forward capacity auction design proposed within the CRS, MISO 

considered an alternative high-level “Hybrid System-Wide Prompt” proposal that was presented 

by the IMM.
176

  At the direction of the Markets Committee of the MISO Board of Directors, 

MISO spent significant time trying to better understand and consider the IMM’s proposal.  After 

                                                 
175

  See p. 7-9 supra. 
176

  Tab A, Doying at 19. 
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careful consideration of the Hybrid System-Wide Prompt proposal, MISO determined that, while 

the IMM’s proposal could improve price formation for retail choice areas, the design was 

incomplete and suffered from serious flaws, including price discrimination, that made it 

unworkable in the MISO footprint.
177

  The lack of a complete design proposal that could align 

with MISO’s current resource adequacy processes made it wholly unworkable.  

 

 Like the design included in the Competitive Retail Solution, the Hybrid System-Wide 

Prompt proposal included a downward-sloping demand curve that would be utilized in 

competitive retail areas.  However, a key component of the Hybrid System-Wide Prompt design 

was a two-stage clearing price that would create separate prices for merchant utilities without 

incumbent load obligations, and regulated utilities that operate under a traditional regulatory 

framework.  Specifically, the proposal would have the effect of bifurcating the existing resource 

adequacy construct through the creation of a two separate clearing prices.
178

  

 

 The Hybrid System-Wide Prompt would model the entire footprint, with all system 

requirements, on a downward-sloping demand curve. Phase one would set a price for 

competitive retail demand by representing all system-wide demand in a sloped-demand curve.  

The sloped demand curve would establish a clearing price, which would then only be paid to 

merchant generation assets and charged to Competitive Retail Demand.  Only merchant 

generation assets would be eligible to receive “phase one” pricing.  The remainder of the 

footprint’s demand would continue to be represented by a vertical demand curve, establishing a 

price for non-competitive retail demand and all non-merchant generation resources.  In the event 

that any non-merchant supply would be utilized to meet the needs of Competitive Retail Demand 

(meaning there is more Competitive Retail Demand than merchant supply), the traditional 

regulated resources would receive the phase two clearing price, even though they would be 

serving the same load as merchant generation resources that receive phase one pricing incentives.  

 

 Stakeholders expressed concern that, by creating a system-wide price from a downward-

sloping demand curve, the Hybrid System-Wide Prompt proposal raised a “slippery-slope” that 

could undermine jurisdictional resource planning processes in favor of a system-wide regional 

capacity market.  Several stakeholders indicated that the Hybrid System-Wide Prompt proposal 

did not reflect the unique needs of MISO’s traditionally regulated footprint.  This is a strong 

contrast to the forward design proposal included in MISO’s CRS, which preserves the existing 

resource adequacy (and integrated resource planning) constructs by establishing a new process 

that is parallel to, and consistent with, existing processes used by the majority of MISO’s 

jurisdictions.  

 

 In addition to these concerns, the primary flaw with the Hybrid System-Wide Prompt 

market design is price discrimination between merchant and traditional utility resources.  As 

explained in more detail in the testimony presented by the Brattle Group, the Hybrid System-

Wide Prompt proposal would create an economic inefficiency by paying a higher-cost resource a 

                                                 
177

  Tab C, Brattle at 51-54; Tab A, Doying at 19-20. 
178

  Tab B, Bladen at 46-47. 
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higher capacity price when a lower-cost, more efficient resource could have provided the same 

capacity product with the same value at the same time.   

 

 The Hybrid System-Wide Prompt proposal also lacks a true market clearing price.  In 

addition to creating a risk of overcompensating resources that could have otherwise been 

replaced by lower-cost resources, the proposal actually would causes asset owners to not clear in 

the auction when the market “clearing” price exceeds their offers for the same product.  

  

 Further, the Hybrid System-Wide Prompt proposal would unduly discriminate between 

similarly-situated generation resources by paying the generation resources different clearing 

prices.  Providing two separate capacity prices for the same capacity product, with the same 

reliability value and able to serve at the same time, would produce market outcomes that are 

unjust and unreasonable.  Consequently, the Hybrid System-Wide Prompt proposal may actually 

discourage new resources by paying existing, less efficient merchant resources higher capacity 

payments without any justification.  By treating merchant and utility supply differently, the 

Hybrid System-Wide Prompt proposal would create a perverse incentive for utility supply to 

seek a means to reclassify as merchant supply.  Because of the significant economic incentives, 

resources could change ownership and enter into contracts with IPPs, making it extremely 

difficult to classify what a “merchant” generation resource is under the Hybrid System-Wide 

Prompt proposal.   

 

 By contrast, the forward market design included in MISO’s Competitive Retail Solution 

utilizes proven market design solutions to create a parallel, consistent resource adequacy process 

that is a better fit to MISO’s jurisdictional characteristics.  The FRA will always procure 

resources on a least-cost basis to consistently meet ongoing reliability standards across future 

time horizons, as demonstrated by the analysis included in the Brattle Group’s testimony.  The 

FRA will significantly improve price and reliability performance than what would otherwise 

occur if no changes were made to the existing construct.  The Brattle Group’s analysis confirms 

that price volatility and reliability can be tuned to meet future needs and reliability objectives in a 

manner that is neither discriminatory nor administratively complex.  Based on the inherent flaws 

of the Hybrid System-Wide Prompt proposal, coupled with the CRS’s use of the FRA, which 

represents a better fit into existing resource adequacy processes, MISO is confident that the 

selection of a forward capacity construct will meet the footprint’s future needs.
179

  

 

VI. Documents Submitted With This Filing  

Pursuant to Section 35.13 (b)(1) of the Commission’s regulations, the following is a list 

of the documents submitted with this filing: 

 

 Tab A – Testimony of Richard Doying 

 Tab B – Testimony of Jeffrey Bladen 

 Tab C – Testimony of The Brattle Group 

                                                 
179

  See Tab B, Bladen at 49-50. 
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 Tab D – Redlined Tariff sheets reflecting a March 1, 2017 effective date
180

 

 Tab E – Clean Tariff sheets reflecting a March 1, 2017 effective date 

 Tab F – The OMS-MISO Resource Adequacy Survey 

 Tab G – The Resource Adequacy Issues Statement 

 Tab H – The Retail Choice Issues Statement 

 Tab I – Stakeholder materials from the Resource Adequacy Workshop in April 

2015 

 Tab J – Meeting materials from Supply Adequacy Working Group meetings 

 Tab K – Meeting materials from Competitive Retail Solution Task Team 

meetings 

 Tab L – Meeting materials from Resource Adequacy Subcommittee meetings 

 Tab M – Meeting materials from the September 2016 Advisory Committee “Hot 

Topic” meeting 

 Tab N – Meeting materials from the Markets Committee of the MISO Board of 

Directors meetings 

 Tab O – Interim Auction Schedule 

 

VII. Effective Date 

 Capacity shortfall concerns persist for Competitive Retail Areas, including Zones 4 and 

7.  Increased capacity prices in Zone 4 have been the subject of extensive litigation already 

before the Commission for the last year and half. 
181

  These shortfall concerns will only grow 

more acute by 2018, when the PRA could for the first time, experience shortage conditions.  It is 

therefore of the utmost importance that the changes proposed herein be implemented prior to the 

2018/19 Planning Year, which requires MISO to obtain FERC approval as quickly as possible.  

MISO’s CRS needs to be implemented in that timeframe to ensure sufficient time for market 

development and stakeholder training.  Specifically, software will have to be developed to 

implement the significant changes to the market structure contemplated by the CRS.  Following 

initial development, software will need to be tested and subsequently modified to the extent any 

deficiencies are identified in the testing process.  After the software is successfully developed, 

stakeholders impacted by the CRS will need to be trained in its use.  MISO anticipates that the 

software development and training process will take approximately six months. 

 

                                                 
180

  Language currently pending before the Commission in the following, unrelated dockets is highlighted in 

yellow:  ER17-15-000, ER16-1766-000, ER16-2554-000, ER16-678-000, ER16-1922-000 and -001, ER16-

2580-000, ER17-213-000, ER16-833-002 and -003, ER17-67-000.  MISO requests that the Commission treat 

such highlighted language as subject to the outcomes of those pending proceedings.  MISO commits to file any 

revisions to this highlighted language as necessary to comply with any Commission orders in those 

proceedings.   
 
181

  See Public Citizen Inc. v. Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., Docket No. EL15-70; The People 

 of the State of Illinois by Illinois Attorney General Lisa Madigan v. Midcontinent Independent System Operator, 

 Inc., Docket No. EL15-71; Southwestern Electric Cooperative, Inc., v. Midcontinent Independent System 

 Operator, Inc., Docket No. EL15-72; Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers v Midcontinent Independent System 

 Operator, Inc., Docket No. EL15-82; Coalition of MISO Transmission Customers v. Midcontinent Independent 

 System Operator, Inc., Docket No. EL16-112. 
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 Separate from the time needed for software development and training, MISO will need to 

hold informational sessions to assure that stakeholders are fully informed of their options under 

the CRS and, to the extent applicable, the PRA.  Market Participants who will participate in 

FRAs will need time to restructure their supply arrangements.  This is anticipated to impact both 

LSEs and suppliers. 

 

 In addition to the time needed for outreach to Market Participants, MISO staff will need 

to incorporate the details of the CRS into MISO’s Business Practices Manuals.  MISO 

anticipates that process will take three months to accomplish.   

 

 The need to undertake these activities represents only part of the work that will have to be 

accomplished to implement the CRS in advance of the 2018/2019 Planning Year.  In addition to 

those activities, the CRS contemplates MISO holding four interim auctions to transition to the 

CRS.  Thus, prompt Commission action and acceptance of MISO’s CRS proposal is needed to 

enable MISO and its stakeholders to perform all of the implementation activities needed to 

effectuate the beneficial purposes of the new capacity market construct.  Delayed action will 

frustrate MISO’s efforts to preserve resource adequacy, and will increase the risk of load shed 

events. 

 Based upon the time involved in accomplishing the foregoing undertakings, MISO 

respectfully requests that the Competitive Retail Solution become effective by March 1, 2017.  If 

the CRS becomes effective by March 1, 2017, the foregoing activities can be completed.  If 

MISO cannot commence working toward completing the undertakings until after March 1, 2017, 

it does not believe the CRS can be implemented in a timeframe to address increasing resource 

adequacy concerns for Competitive Retail Areas in 2018. 

 

VIII. Notice and Service 

All correspondence and communications in this matter should be addressed to:
182

 

 

 

                                                 
182

  MISO requests waiver of section 385.203(b)(3) of the Commission’s regulations to permit the designation of 

 more than two persons upon whom service is to be made in this proceeding. 18 C.F.R. § 385.203(b)(3) (2013). 

Michael L. Kessler  

Jonathan J. Tauber 

Jacob T. Krouse 

Midcontinent Independent  

System Operator, Inc.  

720 City Center Drive  

Carmel, Indiana 46032  

Telephone:  317-249-5290 

Fax: (317) 249-5912  

Email: mkessler@misoenergy.org 

Email: jtauber@misoenergy.org 

Email: jkrouse@misoenergy.org 

 

Kenneth L. Wiseman 

Mark F. Sundback 

William M. Rappolt 

Andrews Kurth Kenyon LLP 

1350 I Street, NW 

Suite 1100 

Washington, DC 20005 

Tel: (202) 662-2700 

Fax: (202) 662-2739   

Email: kwiseman@andrewskurth.com 

Email: msundback@andrewskurth.com  

Email: wrappolt@andrewskurth.com 
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IX. Conclusion 

 As discussed above, maintaining resource adequacy has not been a problem historically 

in MISO’s footprint.  That could change if steps are not taken expeditiously to address the 

impending circumstances in areas that have implemented retail choice.  In particular, Zone 4 

could experience a significant capacity shortfall as soon as 2018.  MISO’s CRS proposal has 

been carefully designed and vetted through an extensive stakeholder process to address these 

changing conditions by putting in place a market-based capacity construct, the basic design of 

which has been successfully used by other RTOs.  But the CRS will not enable MISO to address 

impending concerns if is approved too late for MISO and stakeholders to complete the required 

preliminary activities described above.  As confirmed by The Brattle Group’s analysis, the CRS 

ensures reliability standards will continue to be met in MISO’s Competitive Retail Areas while 

respecting State authority and preserving the existing resource adequacy construct.  No 

alternative proposal was sufficiently developed or deemed feasible and consistent with the 

foundational principles established in MISO’s Resource Adequacy Principles to address these 

key needs.   

 

 The CRS design, i.e., a three-year forward market with a downward sloped demand 

curve, is one that has been recognized and accepted by the Commission as just and reasonable to 

meet the needs of customers and is already being implemented in other eastern RTO capacity 

markets.    The Commission has also relied upon Monte Carlo analyses performed by The Brattle 

Group in finding other capacity constructs just and reasonable.  MISO has engaged in an 

extensive stakeholder process that took place over 20 months to develop the CRS proposal 

submitted in this filing. MISO therefore requests that the CRS be accepted and made effective no 

later than March 1, 2017, as requested, in order to provide MISO and its stakeholders the greatest 

opportunity to address the quickly developing conditions that could result in a serious capacity 

shortfall in Competitive Retail Areas.  

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

/s/ Michael L. Kessler 
Kenneth L. Wiseman  

Mark F. Sundback  

William M. Rappolt  

Andrews Kurth Kenyon LLP  

 

Michael L. Kessler 

Jonathan J. Tauber 

Jacob T. Krouse  

Midcontinent Independent System Operator, 

Inc.  

  

Attorneys for the Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. 

 

Attachments 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Midcontinent Independent System ) Docket No. ER17-___-000 
Operator, Inc. ) 

PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF 
JEFFREY BLADEN

Professional Background and Qualifications 1 

Please state your name, current position, and business address. 2 

My name is Jeffrey Bladen.  I am the Executive Director of Market Services for the 3 

Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”).  My business address is 720 City 4 

Center Drive, Carmel, Indiana. 5 

6 

Please describe your educational background and professional experience. 7 

I have a Bachelor of Arts degree from the Maxwell School of Public Affairs at Syracuse 8 

University and a Masters of Business Administration from New York University.  Prior to 9 

joining MISO, I served as the North American division head and leader of DNV GL Energy’s 10 

(formerly KEMA) Markets, Policy & Strategy Development practice.  Before joining DNV GL, I 11 

previously served as head of strategy for Gamesa North America’s wind farm development 12 

business.  In addition, I was the General Manager for market strategy at PJM Interconnection 13 

through 2008.  My work at PJM included a leading role in the reforms to its capacity market that 14 

became known as the Reliability Pricing Model.  I began my career in the energy business as one 15 

of the original team members at New Energy Ventures; one of the first and among the most 16 

successful competitive retail energy firms in the world and which today is the competitive retail 17 

energy provider subsidiary of Exelon. 18 
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Please describe your job responsibilities as they relate to this filing. 1 

As the Executive Director of Market Services, I am responsible for overseeing six 2 

divisions including Research and Development, Market Strategy, Market Development and 3 

Analysis, Network Modeling, and Market Settlements.  Most broadly, I am responsible for the 4 

overall planning for and execution of MISO’s market design. Changes that affect key elements 5 

of energy price formation, including design principles as discussed in the Competitive Retail 6 

Solution (“CRS”), are a core element of those responsibilities. 7 

8 

Organization 9 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 10 

The purpose of my testimony is to explain and support the Competitive Retail Solution. 11 

Specifically, my testimony describes the CRS’s design components and how the proposed 12 

changes are designed to create a capacity market that will send accurate price signals to existing 13 

and future investors in Planning Resources to support areas of MISO in which there is retail 14 

competition.  Setting capacity prices under this structure will ensure long-term resource 15 

adequacy through reduced market volatility and improved price signals in MISO’s competitive 16 

retail areas. Further, the structure MISO is proposing is consistent with the structure the 17 

Commission has approved for other Regional Transmission Organizations (“RTOs”). 18 

19 

How is your testimony organized? 20 

My testimony is organized into five sections: (1) Summary of the stakeholder process and 21 

the CRS design; (2) Competitive retail demand eligibility standards; (3) Supply participation 22 
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requirements; (4) Forward Resource Auction; and (5) Integration of the CRS into existing 1 

Resource Adequacy mechanisms.     2 

3 

Overview 4 

Briefly describe the Competitive Retail Solution. 5 

The CRS is a market enhancement designed to complement MISO’s existing construct 6 

and ensure long-term resource adequacy in MISO’s Competitive Retail Areas.  The CRS is a 7 

product of a lengthy and inclusive stakeholder process, beginning with an issues statement in 8 

March 2015, moving to a stakeholder process to develop proposals responsive to the issues 9 

identified, and resulting in this Competitive Retail Solution.  The CRS includes: 10 

• A three-year Forward Resource Auction (“FRA”) that will provide timely price11 

signals for resource investment and allow reliability issues to be resolved through12 

a market outcome before future resource adequacy is jeopardized;13 

• Variable Reliability Targets (“VRTs”) that will reduce market volatility and14 

safeguard existing reliability standards through the introduction of a downward15 

sloping demand curve;16 

• Participation standards that respect existing State and local jurisdictional17 

processes and align with MISO’s regional differences;18 

• Transmission access allocation protocols that ensure fair access to transmission19 

capabilities among all resources;20 

• A series of interim Forward Resource Auctions that ensure a prudent transition21 

while still allowing MISO to expeditiously respond to potential regional capacity22 

shortages in 2018.23 
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How did MISO identify the need for the Competitive Retail Solution? 1 

 Historically, the MISO footprint has benefited from a significant capacity surplus, with 2 

ample generation resources available to ensure resource adequacy in both the near term as well 3 

as future time horizons.  However, as demonstrated by the recent Organization of MISO States 4 

(“OMS”)-MISO Resource Adequacy Survey, overall reserve margins have been shrinking 5 

caused by changing environmental regulations and economic conditions, resulting in the 6 

retirement of coal, nuclear, and other generation resources.  These challenges are addressed in 7 

more detail in the testimony offered by Mr. Richard Doying.    8 

 9 

How did MISO engage stakeholders in the issue identification process? 10 

 In March of 2015, MISO published an Issues Statement on Facilitating Resource 11 

Adequacy in the MISO Region.  In this issue statement, MISO identified future risks for 12 

Competitive Retail Areas, as excess regulated utility supply may no longer be available to serve 13 

Competitive Retail Demand, and the existing Planning Resource Auction (“PRA”) processes 14 

may not be providing timely and transparent price signals that merchant generation resources 15 

rely upon for investment decisions. 16 

 A subsequent resource adequacy workshop with stakeholders was held in April 2015, 17 

where stakeholders recognized addressing resource adequacy issues in competitive retail areas 18 

needed to be prioritized.  In June 2015, addressing the needs of competitive retail areas was the 19 

focus of the MISO Annual Stakeholder Meeting’s keynote discussion, and included presentations 20 

from representatives of the OMS, the Independent Power Producer sector, and the Transmission 21 

Owner sector.   22 
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 The open stakeholder dialogue on this important issue continued through the fall of 2015.  1 

In October 2015, MISO staff, with the benefit of the above-noted stakeholder advice provided 2 

through most of 2015, released an issues statement focused specifically on resource adequacy in 3 

restructured competitive retail markets, identifying primary issues for stakeholder consideration.  4 

Over a dozen stakeholders provided feedback on this issues statement.  The vast majority of 5 

stakeholder comments requested that MISO ensure any solution be narrowly tailored to 6 

jurisdictions with retail choice access only and maintain the existing resource adequacy 7 

processes for traditionally-regulated/vertically integrated areas within MISO.    8 

 9 

Please describe the Competitive Retail Solution Task Team. 10 

 Based on the foundational discussions described above and recognizing the need for 11 

continued focused dialogue stakeholders approved the creation of the Competitive Retail 12 

Solution Task Team (“CRSTT”) in December 2015.  The CRSTT was a temporary work group 13 

established through MISO’s Supply Adequacy Working Group (now designated the Resource 14 

Adequacy Subcommittee) designated to develop market-based solutions for competitive retail 15 

areas.  The CRSTT held a series of five meetings from January 2016 to March 2016.  All 16 

meetings were open and provided the opportunity for interested stakeholders, including non-17 

members, to provide feedback and guidance on appropriate market design enhancements to 18 

address the issues identified.   19 

 At the beginning stages of the CRSTT, MISO facilitated the process by providing 20 

stakeholders with a framing document that identified potential market design elements based on 21 

those utilized and successfully implemented by other RTOs with retail choice jurisdictions.  22 

MISO requested that stakeholders review and provide input on these design elements, sought 23 
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feedback on whether these mechanisms could address long-term resource adequacy concerns in 1 

MISO Competitive Retail Areas and asked stakeholders to propose any other alternatives for 2 

consideration.  MISO’s stakeholders further drove forward the CRSTT process by later 3 

presenting potential holistic solution packages to design a capacity market that could meet the 4 

long-term resource adequacy needs of retail choice jurisdictions.    5 

 6 

How did MISO develop its initial Competitive Retail Solution design? 7 

 Fourteen stakeholders presented solution packages through an iterative process during the 8 

CRSTT.  The proposals were made by a diverse set of stakeholders that included state 9 

commissions, the Independent Market Monitor (“IMM”), merchant generators, consumer 10 

advocacy groups, industrial end-use customers, municipal utilities, and co-ops.  MISO staff 11 

diligently reviewed comments, questions, and proposals presented by stakeholders.  Based on 12 

elements of many of the stakeholder proposals MISO staff developed and published a conceptual 13 

design document (Competitive Retail Solution, MISO Staff Proposal, March 18, 2016)1 with a 14 

recommended solution for consideration through the standing Resource Adequacy Subcommittee 15 

(“RASC”) stakeholder process.    16 

 17 

Please describe the initial review process before the Resource Adequacy Subcommittee. 18 

 In April, 2016, MISO presented the draft CRS proposal developed during the CRSTT 19 

process to stakeholders for formal consideration at the RASC.  MISO received comprehensive 20 

stakeholder feedback on the conceptual design proposal including specific feedback on capacity 21 

procurement mechanisms, reliability charge cost allocation, demand curve design and opt-out 22 

1  See Tab L. 
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mechanisms.  In response to stakeholder feedback, MISO made significant modifications to its 1 

original design proposal leading up to and then presented formally at the May 2016 RASC.   2 

 3 

What other proposals were evaluated in addition to MISO’s initial Competitive Retail 4 

Solution design? 5 

 At both a January 2016 CRSTT meeting and a later RASC meeting held in May 2016, the 6 

MISO IMM presented and expressed preference for a substantial change to the existing prompt 7 

capacity market construct implementing a bifurcation of capacity into two distinct products 8 

(merchant and non-merchant) with a commensurate two-stage clearing process (the “Hybrid 9 

System-Wide Prompt Proposal”).  Following discussion of both the initial MISO forward 10 

proposal and the Hybrid System-Wide Prompt Proposal, stakeholders requested more 11 

information from both MISO and the IMM to allow for further in-depth discussion of the two 12 

proposed solutions. 13 

 14 

Were other proposals discussed by stakeholders at the RASC? 15 

 Stakeholder discussions focused primarily on the alternative proposals presented by 16 

MISO and the IMM.  Stakeholders also discussed whether any changes to the existing resource 17 

adequacy construct were required at this time, and whether maintaining the existing PRA 18 

construct but increasing the offer cap (i.e., increasing the Cost of New Entry) were appropriate 19 

alternatives.  Ultimately, it was determined that neither of these options should be pursued. 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 
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How did MISO evaluate the forward and Hybrid System-Wide Prompt proposals? 1 

 At the June 2, 2016 RASC, MISO and stakeholders continued to explore the both the 2 

Hybrid System-Wide Prompt and forward proposals.  MISO also held a special RASC meeting 3 

on June 13, 2016 to walk stakeholders through the key differences between the IMM’s and 4 

MISO’s design components.  On June 30, 2016 stakeholders were presented with a 5 

comprehensive overview of the detailed design components of the forward and prompt 6 

procurement options, and asked to provide feedback on the preferred option. Stakeholders 7 

requested additional analysis about the price and reliability impacts of both proposals.  In order 8 

to respond to stakeholder requests, and to determine which proposal better aligned with the key 9 

objective of ensuring reliability at the least possible cost while preserving the existing resource 10 

adequacy construct, MISO retained an independent consultant, The Brattle Group, to conduct an 11 

analysis on the two design proposals.  12 

 13 

Did MISO fully explore and consider the IMM’s design alternative? 14 

Yes.  Beginning with the CRSTT process in January 2016, when the concept of a 15 

downward-sloping demand curve and the IMM’s own concepts were initially presented and 16 

continuing through July 2016, MISO held a series of direct meetings with the IMM.  Moreover, 17 

the Markets Committee of the MISO Board of Directors directed MISO and the IMM to discuss 18 

their proposals and determine if a compromise solution could be achieved, and to explore the 19 

legal and logistical implications of the IMM’s proposal.  After months of detailed review and 20 

conceptual development, the IMM’s proposal was determined to be infeasible based on an 21 

evaluation of four main criteria.  First, the IMM’s proposal failed to maintain (undisturbed) the 22 

existing construct for use by the 90% of the MISO region that does not have competitive retail 23 
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access.  Second, the IMM’s proposal resulted in discriminatory treatment of suppliers.  The legal 1 

justification for discrimination among suppliers of the same product was viewed as tenuous and 2 

subject to ongoing formal disputes over the merchant/non-merchant determination that would 3 

necessarily be required by MISO.  Third, even if legal basis could be sustained for administrative 4 

discrimination among suppliers, the logistical challenges of enforcing the administrative 5 

determinations of merchant or non-merchant status were deemed infeasible and likely to require 6 

a broad expansion of MISO’s or the IMM’s authority to review, and pass judgement on, the 7 

nature of bilateral arrangements that have never been subject to investigation in the past.  It also 8 

became apparent that even with broad investigatory power into all physical and financial 9 

bilateral arrangements, Market Participants would have both the means and the motive to legally 10 

side-step rules intended to enforce the merchant/non-merchant categorizations, setting off a 11 

predictable and recurring exercise of “loophole” closing as resources owners develop new 12 

methods to step legally around such rules through asset sale, power purchase or other financial 13 

derivative arrangements.  Fourth and finally, the IMM’s two-stage proposal would counter-14 

productively revert back to the volatility of using a vertical demand curve under foreseeable 15 

conditions.  Under conditions when substantial demand response (or other new technology) 16 

emerges with a lower cost of new entry compared to traditional generation, an “over-supply” 17 

condition emerges where the amount of merchant offers at “efficient” prices exceeds the amount 18 

of competitive retail load.  The only “solution” that could be found for this condition was to 19 

revert the clearing of supply resources to the legacy vertical demand curve.  These fundamental 20 

design flaws left MISO little choice but set aside the proposal as both infeasible in practice and 21 

possibly unjust and unreasonable under the law. 22 
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MISO reported back to the MISO Board of Directors on the status of and results of its 1 

discussion with the IMM and at its October 2016 meeting, the Board expressed its general 2 

support for MISO decision to set aside the IMM proposal and to file the MISO staff proposal 3 

with the Commission.  4 

 5 

What did The Brattle Group’s analysis determine? 6 

 As explained in more detail in the testimony of Drs. Newell, Spees, and Oates, The 7 

Brattle Group’s analysis determined that, absent any changes to the current resource adequacy 8 

construct, insufficient price signals to maintain or procure capacity for MISO retail choice load 9 

may lead to a capacity shortage in competitive retail areas and significant price volatility.   The 10 

Brattle Group determined that MISO’s proposed forward CRS design was best suited to ensure 11 

future resource adequacy needs in competitive retail areas while preserving existing resource 12 

adequacy processes, with certain modifications.  13 

 14 

What modifications did MISO make to its proposal based on The Brattle Group’s 15 

feedback? 16 

 MISO’s initial proposal would have applied only the locally located supply requirements 17 

(Local Clearing Requirement or “LCR”) of Competitive Retail Areas on a forward basis.  The 18 

most significant modification is to instead apply the CRS to all Competitive Retail Demand’s 19 

needs on a forward basis including the portion of demand that can be met by out of zone supply.  20 

Application of the CRS to all Competitive Retail Demand not only creates a more efficient 21 

market outcome, but also best preserves the existing construct by allowing the traditionally-22 
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regulated portions of the MISO footprint to continue to utilize the existing Planning Resource 1 

Auction process without changes.  2 

 3 

Once MISO decided to move forward with the Competitive Retail Solution, how did 4 

stakeholders influence the final design? 5 

 MISO posted a first draft of Tariff language and business rules further explaining and 6 

detailing its modified CRS proposal on July 20, 2016.  MISO received extensive stakeholder 7 

feedback on the draft Tariff language and business rules at the two subsequent RASC meetings 8 

held on August 4, 2016 and September 1, 2016.  Revised Tariff language and business rules 9 

reflecting stakeholder feedback and suggestions were posted on September 15, 2016.  After an 10 

additional round of stakeholder questions and feedback at the two subsequent RASC meetings 11 

held on September 19 and October 6, MISO posted a third revised version of its draft Tariff 12 

language on October 19, 2016.  Examples of items influenced by stakeholder feedback include 13 

changes to the integration of the FRA into the existing PRA processes, an additional 14 

consideration for the Materiality Threshold and a limited option for demand located in a Local 15 

Resource Zone (“LRZ”) with competitive retail demand to opt-in to the FRA.  In addition, based 16 

on feedback from the IMM, the final design incorporated a Pivotal Supplier Test as described in 17 

more detail below, to ensure suppliers with the ability to exercise market power in the FRA are 18 

subject to MISO’s offer price mitigation protocols.  19 

 20 

What other considerations influenced the final Competitive Retail Solution design? 21 

 MISO looked to similarly situated RTOs that have capacity constructs for guidance on 22 

key CRS design components. All other organized RTO capacity markets utilize a capacity 23 
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procurement process featuring a downward-sloping demand curve.  The New York Independent 1 

System Operator (“NYISO”) was the first RTO to switch from a vertical demand curve to a 2 

downward-sloping demand curve in 2004.  PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (“PJM”) moved away 3 

from a vertical demand curve to downward sloping curve in 2006.  ISO New England (“ISO-4 

NE”), at the Commission’s directive, transitioned to a sloped demand curve in 2014.  These 5 

existing, Commission-accepted market constructs provided important guidance to MISO’s 6 

evaluation of its CRS proposal.  In addition, the Commission has recognized the benefits of 7 

three-year forward capacity procurement in both PJM and ISO-NE.  8 

 9 

Will MISO’s current resource adequacy requirements change for areas without 10 

competitive retail access, which constitute the majority of the MISO footprint? 11 

 No.  Throughout the 20-month stakeholder process, stakeholders repeatedly expressed the 12 

importance of preserving the existing resource adequacy construct and providing deference to 13 

State and local jurisdictional processes and MISO agreed from the outset of the process that this 14 

must be a core element of any market enhancements.  As such, the market enhancements 15 

associated with the CRS will only apply to LSEs serving demand subject to competitive retail 16 

access and other LSEs whose load is located within Competitive Retail Areas, but not otherwise 17 

subject to choice laws (e.g. municipal and co-operative utilities) that elect to participate.  There 18 

will be no change to the existing Resource Adequacy Requirements (“RAR”) for LSEs without 19 

competitive retail demand.  Planning Reserve Margin Requirements (“PRMR”) will continue to 20 

be calculated as they are today under existing Module E-1 Tariff provisions.  Demand in the 21 

PRA will continue to be modeled using a vertical demand curve, and the PRA will continue to be 22 

a prompt, not forward, procurement.  To provide further clarity, MISO has proposed that Tariff 23 
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enhancements associated with the CRS be included in a new section of its Tariff, Module E-3.  1 

The substantive provisions of Module E-1 are not altered by the CRS.  De minimis adjustments 2 

will be made to Module E-1 to ensure the interplay between the two Modules is transparent and 3 

seamless.   4 

 5 

Does the CRS provide any value for States that do not have Competitive Retail Areas? 6 

 Yes.  The CRS will enhance reliability, the benefits of which all Market Participants 7 

share on an equal basis.  In the absence of market enhancements to the CRS, there is significant 8 

and growing risk of the MISO region having insufficient capacity to meet resource adequacy 9 

needs of Competitive Retail Demand.  In the event that these insufficiencies are realized in the 10 

operational context, the resulting shortage of supply could be shared across the footprint.   11 

 12 

Demand Participation 13 

Briefly, what are the general participation guidelines for demand in the CRS? 14 

 Default participation includes demand that meets the criteria established by a “bright-15 

line” test, subject to an evaluation for materiality and a determination of whether an LSE is 16 

subject to any long-term resource adequacy planning processes.  If an LRZ’s total demand is 17 

entirely or in part made up of competitive retail demand that falls below the Materiality 18 

Threshold, as specified below, such demand is exempted from participation in the CRS.  If an 19 

LSE has Competitive Retail Demand but that demand is also subject to State or local resource 20 

adequacy planning processes, participation in the CRS is voluntary based on three potential 21 

methods to opt-out, as described below.   22 

 23 

ER17-284 Tab B Bladen Testimony

062a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



What is the “bright-line” test for demand participation? 1 

The “bright-line” test includes a two-prong qualification threshold to determine which 2 

demand is required to participate in the CRS.  Specifically, if demand in an LRZ is: (1) eligible 3 

for retail choice under State law or regulations, and; (2) not subject to any long term resource 4 

planning requirements under State law or regulations, then the demand in the LRZ must 5 

participate in the CRS (unless one of the opt-out provisions are elected).  If the demand is subject 6 

to retail choice but is also included in long-term resource planning requirements, the Relevant 7 

Electric Retail Regulatory Authority (“RERRA”) may also elect to opt the demand to out of the 8 

CRS.2  9 

10 

Why isn’t participation mandatory for demand subject to Competitive Retail Choice that is 11 

subject to long-term planning requirements? 12 

A principal design element of the CRS is to ensure long-term resource adequacy and 13 

maintain existing system reliability standards.  If competitive retail demand is required, either by 14 

State statute or by an order from the RERRA, to participate in resource adequacy planning 15 

processes, then a core objective of the CRS, to maintain resource adequacy across all time 16 

horizons, is already being achieved.  17 

18 

Can LSEs that do not serve retail choice demand, but that are located in a Local Resource 19 

Zone with Competitive Retail Demand, participate in the FRA? 20 

Yes.  A RERRA responsible for end-use consumers in a Competitive Retail Area may 21 

elect to opt non-retail choice demand under its authority into the Competitive Retail Solution’s 22 

2  Tariff Section 69A.12.1. 
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Forward Resource Auction.3  This could include, for example, decisions made by a State utility 1 

regulatory agency or the oversight board of a municipal or co-operative utility. 2 

3 

What is the rationale behind a limited opt-in provision for non-retail choice entities in a 4 

Local Resource Zone with Competitive Retail Demand? 5 

Stakeholder feedback provided through the course of the stakeholder vetting process 6 

indicated a desire for this option.  Because part of an LSE’s resource adequacy requirements 7 

includes the need to procure local resources, they may desire the opportunity to procure capacity 8 

from local resources either through a bilateral transaction or in an organized market, or some 9 

combination thereof.  As described in more detail below, resources located within a Competitive 10 

Retail Area are subject to physical and economic withholding, subject to certain exceptions 11 

requiring non-exempt suppliers to offer into the auction.  To ensure non-retail choice demand 12 

located in these Competitive Retail Areas continues to have equivalent access to local resources, 13 

a RERRA with authority over such non-retail choice demand can opt that demand into the 14 

Competitive Retail Solution to participate in the FRA.  15 

16 

What is the Materiality Threshold? 17 

The Materiality Threshold provides that if the amount of retail choice demand in a LRZ 18 

is small enough as to only have a negligible impact to the system-wide Loss of Load Expectation 19 

if its Planning Reserve Margin were not satisfied, then no forward auction or special process is 20 

necessary. 21 

22 

23 

3  Tariff Section 69A.12.1. 
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How is the Materiality Threshold established? 1 

The Materiality Threshold in an LRZ is the greater of: (1) 0.5% of the system-wide 2 

Planning Reserve Margin Requirement; or, (2) a quantity of demand for which failure to have its 3 

Planning Reserve Margin satisfied has no more than a 0.01 impact on system-wide Loss of Load 4 

Expectation (“LOLE”) (i.e., less than one-day-in-100 change to LOLE).4  Demand will be 5 

evaluated for materiality on an annual basis.  6 

7 

What is the rationale for including a Materiality Threshold? 8 

The Materiality Threshold is necessary to manage the scope of the CRS proposal while 9 

ensuring reliability and providing certainty required for long-term resource adequacy planning 10 

processes.  Without the Materiality Threshold, the CRS proposal could include an LRZ even if 11 

only a de minimis amount of retail choice demand is located within the LRZ.  The Materiality 12 

Threshold has been supported by state commissions to prevent an unnecessary expansion of the 13 

CRS to states in the MISO footprint that do not have retail choice.  The Materiality Threshold is 14 

also necessary to safeguard the FRA to ensure competitive results.  In the absence of the 15 

Materiality Threshold, an auction for such small amounts of retail choice demand would be 16 

especially vulnerable to the exercise of market power.  17 

18 

Is all Competitive Retail Demand required to purchase capacity from the FRA? 19 

No.  Several options exist for otherwise-obligated Competitive Retail Demand to 20 

demonstrate long-term resource adequacy, and hence, not participate in the FRA.  Similar to the 21 

current PRA process, Competitive Retail Demand may elect to submit a Forward Fixed Resource 22 

4  Tariff Section 69A.12.1.b. 
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Adequacy Plan (“FFRAP”) as an alternative to participating in the FRA5.  The Prevailing State 1 

Compensation Mechanism (“PSCM”) allows retail choice jurisdictions additional flexibility for 2 

achieving resource adequacy outside of the FRA, and MISO’s FRA settlement procedures.  3 

4 

What is the Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan? 5 

As an alternative to the FRA, an LSE with Competitive Retail Demand may make a 6 

forward demonstration regarding how it will meet its resource adequacy requirements.  In order 7 

to choose the FFRAP alternative, an LSE must obtain sufficient Zonal Resource Credits 8 

(“ZRCs”) to meet all or a portion of its PRMR for the LRZ.6  The LSE then provides to MISO 9 

formal documentation regarding the ZRCs obtained and the forecasted customer load for which 10 

those ZRCs are being reserved. 11 

By electing the FFRAP alternative, the LSE will not have an obligation to make Zonal 12 

Resource Credit Offers into the FRA for the portion of its resource adequacy requirements that 13 

are met through the FFRAP.  The LSE will not have an obligation to pay the Auction Clearing 14 

Price (“ACP”) for its Competitive Retail Demand.  The LSE, however, will be subject to Zonal 15 

Deliverability Charges based on FRA auction results, consistent with the PRA.  Any LSE 16 

electing the FFRAP will not participate in the PRA, and instead, will be required to submit an 17 

updated FRAP immediately prior to the prompt Planning Year.  18 

19 

What is the Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism? 20 

In general terms, the PSCM allows an alternative method for a RERRA to ensure 21 

sufficient capacity is procured by all LSEs in its jurisdiction to meet Competitive Retail 22 

5  Tariff Section 69A.12.1.2.a. 
6  Tariff Section 69A.12.1.2. 
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Demand’s resource adequacy needs.7  It does this through means described in more detail below.  1 

Only a RERRA may elect to use the Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism.   2 

3 

Does the Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism introduce jurisdictional authority 4 

issues? 5 

No.  The PSCM may only be elected by a RERRA with existing jurisdictional authority 6 

over retail choice demand.  The PSCM provides a mechanism that ensures the CRS appropriately 7 

reflects the planning process established by a RERRA with retail choice demand under its 8 

jurisdictional authority.  Without the availability of a PSCM, Competitive Retail Demand may be 9 

subject to unnecessary costs as a result of duplicative resource adequacy planning processes (i.e., 10 

charges associated with their state jurisdictional planning and organized capacity markets). 11 

12 

How does the Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism work in practice and how does it 13 

complement the other CRS design elements? 14 

By selecting the PSCM, a RERRA has elected to opt Competitive Retail Demand within 15 

its jurisdictional authority out of the FRA.  Such demand’s resource adequacy needs will be met 16 

by the LSE(s) identified by the RERRA or a competitive retail provider LSE(s) subject to the 17 

PSCM process.  18 

Upon selecting the PSCM, the RERRA will establish a capacity compensation rate to be 19 

charged to all retail choice demand and then all needed Planning Resources will be provided by a 20 

jurisdictional LSE (e.g. utility) identified by the RERRA.  However, competitive retail providers 21 

will still have the ability to opt their retail choice demand out of paying the PSCM rate through 22 

demonstrating their ability to meet such demand’s resource adequacy needs.  That demonstration 23 

7  Tariff Section 69A.12.1.2.b. 
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is accomplished through submission of a FFRAP in the CRS process.  When a competitive retail 1 

provider submits a FFRAP in a jurisdiction that has elected the PSCM that LSE will not be 2 

charged the PSCM rate, having demonstrated compliance with the FFRAP instead. 3 

Settlement of the capacity compensation rate will occur outside of the MISO market 4 

settlement procedures.  While MISO will inform Market Participants and LSEs subject to a 5 

PSCM of their resource adequacy requirements, all settlements associated with charging and 6 

crediting the rate are undertaken by the RERRA.  MISO will continue to settle the FRAP and 7 

FFRAP with regard to congestion charges to the extent the LSEs identified by the RERRA or the 8 

competitive retail suppliers meet their needs with resources external to their Local Resource 9 

Zone. 10 

11 

Is the Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism similar to the prevailing rate 12 

compensation mechanism that is a component of PJM’s Fixed Resource Requirement? 13 

Yes.  The PSCM provision harmonizes state and federal jurisdictional issues and is 14 

consistent with Commission precedent.  In PJM, a similar process exists for States to manage 15 

long-term resource adequacy processes under the Fixed Resource Requirement alternative, called 16 

the State Compensation Mechanism.  The Commission has acknowledged and accepted Tariff 17 

provisions related to the PJM State Compensation Mechanism in both Ohio and Michigan.  18 

Further, as the Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism precludes any participation in the 19 

Forward Resource Auction, a clear division between retail and wholesale jurisdiction is 20 

preserved. 21 

22 

23 

ER17-284 Tab B Bladen Testimony

068a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



Supply Participation  1 

What are the requirements for supply participation in the FRA? 2 

The FRA contains a requirement that Capacity Resources located in an LRZ with 3 

Competitive Retail Demand must offer into the FRA.  As I will explain later in my testimony, 4 

there are exemptions available for resources that meet Safe Harbor provisions, are members of a 5 

portfolio of a Market Participant that is deemed not pivotal to the FRA, or are unable to 6 

physically participate in the FRA. 7 

8 

Is supply located outside of an LRZ with Competitive Retail Demand permitted to offer 9 

into the FRA? 10 

Yes.  Resources located outside of such an LRZ will be able to participate in the FRA.8  11 

If a Market Participant offers one or more resources located outside of an LRZ with retail choice 12 

demand, then that Market Participant’s portfolio of excess assets (those owned or contracted to 13 

the Market Participant) are subject to a test for pivotal status, as described below.  In the event an 14 

LSE offering a Capacity Resource in the FRA serves demand that is not subject to competitive 15 

retail access, additional documentation will be required in order to participate, also as explained 16 

in more detail below.  17 

18 

What are the subsequent offer requirements for resources that clear an FRA? 19 

Any resource that clears in the FRA will be required to offer into subsequent FRAs, until 20 

either the resource does not clear in an FRA, or until the Market Participant notifies MISO of the 21 

withdrawal of the resource from participation.  The notification must take place prior to the last 22 

8  Tariff Section 69A.12.2. 
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FRA that the resource plans on participating in, but such notification cannot be made for the first 1 

auction in which supply is offered.  2 

3 

What is the rationale for establishing the subsequent year offer requirement? 4 

To ensure the FRA sends transparent market price signals for entities to make investment 5 

decisions, the FRA Subsequent Year Offer Requirement is included for resources that clear in 6 

the FRA.9  This requirement is necessary to ensure that resources procured in the FRA are, in 7 

fact, able to offer themselves on more than a transient basis to support resource adequacy in the 8 

region.  Stability in the fleet of resources is an important component to ensuring that price 9 

volatility associated with resources entering and leaving the FRA does not occur to such a degree 10 

that the cost of investing in long term resources becomes substantially more risky as a result of 11 

increased price volatility. Price volatility associated with significant changes in supply on a year-12 

to-year basis may not only distort price signals that are necessary for resource investment 13 

decisions, but also may harm end-use consumers by raising the costs through increased risk 14 

premiums for investment that does occur.  By requiring Capacity Resources that clear in the FRA 15 

to commit to offering in the next auction, the chance of market price volatility is significantly 16 

diminished, as supply is, for the most part, unable to enter and leave the FRA on a year-to-year 17 

basis.   18 

19 

Are there any exemptions to the FRA Subsequent Year Offer Requirement? 20 

Yes, there are two exceptions to these offer provisions.  First, if a resource is physically 21 

unable to participate in a future auction and notifies MISO in advance, MISO will grant an 22 

exemption to the subsequent year offer requirement, subject to verification.  Second, if a 23 

9  Tariff Section 69A.12.6. 
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resource has a financially and physically firm commitment to sell its capacity off-system to an 1 

external region (excluding sales to affiliated entities of the Market Participant), it may also seek 2 

an exemption from the must-offer requirements, also subject to verification.   3 

4 

What steps must LSEs that serve non-retail choice demand take before offering supply into 5 

the FRA? 6 

An LSE that serves non-retail choice demand may only offer excess capacity that is not 7 

satisfying its PRMR into the FRA.  An LSE that wishes to offer all or part of a Resource must 8 

demonstrate that it is not relying on that Resource to meet its Resource Adequacy Requirements 9 

for both the FRA’s Planning Year and the subsequent Planning Year.  In addition, the LSE must 10 

show that it can meet its load ratio share of its local clearing requirement without the capacity 11 

that is being offered into the FRA. 12 

13 

Why must LSEs demonstrate their ability to meet Resource Adequacy Requirements 14 

before offering a resource into the FRA? 15 

The requirement to demonstrate the ability to meet Resource Adequacy Requirements, 16 

both system-wide and local, reflects the principles behind creation of the CRS.  The intent of the 17 

CRS is to ensure resource adequacy in portions of the MISO footprint subject to retail choice, 18 

and not subject to long-term coordinated resource planning efforts.  Without ensuring the 19 

resource adequacy of other participating LSEs, MISO and its members would have risk of the 20 

enhanced resource adequacy of Competitive Retail Areas coming at the expense of reduced 21 

resource adequacy in other areas of the MISO footprint. 22 

23 
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Will allowing this supply into the FRA distort market price outcomes? 1 

No, the subsequent one-year must-offer requirement assures that resources procured in 2 

the FRA are able to commit to meeting resource adequacy needs in the competitive retail areas 3 

on an extended basis and also prevents price volatility that would otherwise cause market price 4 

distortion.  In addition, by creating additional requirements for capacity resources affiliated with 5 

non-competitive retail LSEs to participate in the FRA, the CRS strikes a reasonable balance that 6 

ensures price outcomes are not suppressed by requiring that only excess capacity held by LSEs 7 

outside the competitive retail areas is offered into the FRA.  Further, participation by resources 8 

outside of Competitive Retail Areas is necessary and generally reflects historical bilateral market 9 

activity.  A blanket participation prohibition against any non-merchant capacity resources, as 10 

some suggested during the stakeholder process, would deprive MISO’s Competitive Retail Areas 11 

of the benefits of MISO’s regional market.  12 

13 

Why would prohibiting non-merchant capacity resources from participating in the FRA 14 

harm Competitive Retail Areas? 15 

In addition to being unduly discriminatory against non-merchant capacity resources, a 16 

blanket prohibition of any non-merchant resource from participating in the FRA would deprive 17 

retail choice demand from supply that is willing and able to serve to meet its resource adequacy 18 

needs.  Co-optimization of the available capacity throughout the MISO region is also a key 19 

attribute of ensuring that the FRA market reflects the time relevant system-wide value of 20 

capacity throughout the region.  The FRA was carefully designed to ensure that LSEs with 21 

excess supply can participate in the FRA in a manner that supports efficient price formation.  22 

These requirements facilitate a consistent amount of supply resources that are capable of offering 23 
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in the FRA, mitigating risks of volatile price swings and assuring that the current 1 in 10 1 

reliability standards are maintained over time.  A blanket participation prohibition against any 2 

non-merchant capacity resources from participating in the FRA would deprive MISO’s 3 

Competitive Retail Areas of available resources which would distort price signals in an FRA by 4 

understating available capacity. 5 

6 

Did MISO consider proposing a Minimum Offer Price Rule (MOPR) as another tool to 7 

ensure price formation in the FRA? 8 

Yes.  During the CRSTT stakeholder meetings, a few stakeholder straw proposals 9 

included a MOPR.  MISO and the IMM discussed and considered the need for such a tool on 10 

multiple occasions.  However, after examining the need for a MOPR both MISO staff and the 11 

IMM found it was not necessary or appropriate given the circumstances in the MISO region at 12 

this time.  13 

The nature of a MOPR is a demand side market power mitigation tool intended to address 14 

efforts by a buyer, or group of buyers, to manipulate market clearing prices through a few 15 

strategically offered and artificially low marginal supply offers.  Market power could be 16 

exercised if capacity is offered in a fashion specifically designed to have a depressive effect on 17 

the organized market price and to, in turn, directly benefit the remaining load of that buyer.  The 18 

issues MISO faces do not match well with those facts,  nor the MOPR tool as there are no buyers 19 

that are attempting to “crash” market prices to their own benefit through artificially low supply 20 

offers.  Rather, the issue MISO faces is the stability of sufficient long-term supply for the 21 

Competitive Retail Areas that then has an impact on price volatility.  These issues are more 22 

appropriately addressed through the subsequent year offer requirement and requirements that 23 
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LSEs show they can meet their own obligations before being allowed to offer excess into the1 

FRA noted earlier in my testimony. 2 

Lastly, the use of a MOPR in the circumstances faced by MISO would represent a 3 

substantially new application of the concept and might well have the perverse effect of the 4 

MOPR pricing calculations becoming de-facto administratively determined clearing prices year 5 

in and year out, representing a retreat from the kind of least cost market efficiency that is sought 6 

by MISO.  Given the potential for large unintended consequences of expanding a MOPR into 7 

this new context and that the facts on the ground are better served by other tools, MISO along 8 

with its IMM, determined a MOPR was not an appropriate market design element to propose in 9 

the CRS. 10 

11 

How are capacity resources located inside of a retail choice LRZ, but that serve non-retail 12 

choice demand, treated under the CRS? 13 

Planning Resources that are owned or controlled by a LSE serving demand other than 14 

retail choice demand are eligible for consideration for a Safe Harbor exemption, so that the LSE 15 

can continue to use those Resources to meet their own resource adequacy needs. 16 

17 

Please describe the Safe Harbor exemption. 18 

LSEs with Planning Resources physically located in a retail choice LRZ that serve non-19 

retail choice demand not included in the FRA may receive a Safe Harbor exemption for such 20 

resources up to and including a buffer of 3% above the LSE’s expected PRMR.10  By electing 21 

the Safe Harbor provision such resources will also be exempt from the LSE’s evaluation of 22 

pivotal supplier status (as described below), if applicable. 23 

10  Tariff Section 69A.12.5 
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Why is the Safe Harbor Exemption necessary for inclusion in the CRS? 1 

 The Safe Harbor provision maintains the jurisdictional authority of States with 2 

coordinated planning processes by ensuring that resources used to meet these LSEs’ resource 3 

adequacy requirements are not otherwise obligated to participate in the Competitive Retail 4 

Solution.  The “buffer” of three percent (3%) allows the LSE to account for uncertainty (e.g., 5 

load forecast uncertainty, portfolio availability uncertainty, resource upgrade in-service dates, 6 

etc.) as it provides for its own resource adequacy requirements.  The Tariff also provides Market 7 

Participants a mechanism to demonstrate that a higher Safe Harbor “buffer” level is appropriate, 8 

based on demonstrable evidence regarding resource and load uncertainty. 9 

10 

Are any new market power mitigation mechanisms necessary for the FRA? 11 

 The FRA includes a new mechanism to prevent exercise of market power – the Pivotal 12 

Supplier Test.  This test, which was developed in coordination with the MISO IMM, is designed 13 

to ensure that Market Participants with pivotal supply can be appropriately monitored for the 14 

exercise of market power.11  15 

16 

Which Market Participants will be subject to the Pivotal Supplier Test? 17 

Each Market Participant that owns or contracts for a resource located in an LRZ with 18 

Competitive Retail Demand will be subject to the Pivotal Supplier Test.  For Market Participants 19 

that own or contract for resources outside of a zone with Competitive Retail Demand, their 20 

decision to submit one or more resources into the FRA requires a Pivotal Supplier Test to be 21 

applied to their entire portfolio of qualified Planning Resources.  For an LSE serving demand 22 

outside of a Competitive Retail Area, the portfolio of resources that is subject to test is further 23 

11  Tariff Sections 69A.12.7 and 64.2.4 
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reduced by the amount of capacity needed to meet its own Resource Adequacy Requirements, 1 

including local requirements, and is further reduced by resources that have been excluded from 2 

participation due to Safe Harbor status, or unavailability during the Planning Year.  3 

4 

Describe the Pivotal Supplier Test, and how it will prevent market power from being 5 

exercised? 6 

The Pivotal Supplier Test will take the form of three similar evaluations of the impact of 7 

participation by each Market Participant’s portfolio.  These three evaluations will measure the 8 

pivotal nature of the participant’s portfolio against local requirements in the FRA, against sub-9 

regional requirements in the FRA (i.e., its status in meeting resource adequacy requirements of 10 

the LRZ(s) with Competitive Retail Demand), and against system-wide requirements in the FRA.  11 

In essence, the tests will measure whether each of the three requirements can be met without the 12 

participation of the Market Participant’s portfolio.  The inability to meet these requirements 13 

without the participant’s portfolio of qualified Planning Resources is an indicator that the entity 14 

may have market power that can be exercised through their participation (or lack thereof) and/or 15 

offer strategy.  Resources of Market Participants that have been deemed pivotal will be subject to 16 

conduct and impact tests for both physical and economic withholding, modeled after currently-17 

effective conduct and impact tests in the PRA, as set forth in Module D of the Tariff.  Resources 18 

of Market Participants not deemed pivotal will not be subject to evaluation for either physical or 19 

economic withholding. 20 

21 

22 

23 
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What are the credit requirements for existing supply resources participating in the FRA? 1 

Resources participating in the FRA will be subject to existing Tariff credit requirements.  2 

New Resources and External Resources will be subject to additional credit requirements and/or 3 

milestones based on rules consistent with Commission precedent.12     4 

5 

What are the requirements for new supply that plan on participating in the FRA? 6 

Resources requiring Interconnection Service to qualify as a Planning Resource in the 7 

FRA must have executed both a Facilities Study Agreement and System Impact Study 8 

Agreement prior to February 1 before the applicable FRA.13   9 

10 

What are the requirements for new demand resources that plan on participating in the 11 

FRA? 12 

Because of the additional uncertainty around end-use customers subscribing to a demand 13 

side management program three years in advance (from the time the FRA clears to when the 14 

Planning Year starts), a Demand Response Capability Plan must be filed by the Market 15 

Participant to qualify such resource(s).14  New Demand Resources that interrupt or control 16 

demand will have their demand reduction capability determined based on a Demand Response 17 

Capability Plan.  The Demand Response Capability Plan provides information supporting the 18 

demand response Market Participant’s intended ZRC Offers.  The demand response Market 19 

Participant must demonstrate that the demand response will be offered with the intention that the 20 

MW quantity clearing in the auction is reasonably expected to be physically delivered through 21 

12  PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 151 FERC ¶ 61, 208 (2015) at PP 378-383, order on rehearing and compliance, 
155 FERC ¶ 61.157 (2016) at PP 211-217.  See Tariff Section 69A.12.10 

13  Tariff Section 69A.12.10.2 
14  Tariff Section 69A.12.2.10 
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the Planning Resource registrations for the relevant Planning Year.  A Demand Response 1 

Capability Plan consists of a completed template document in the form posted by MISO on its 2 

website, including a Demand Response Officer Certification Form signed by an officer of the 3 

Market Participant duly authorized to provide such a certification.  4 

5 

Forward Resource Auction 6 

Please describe the Forward Resource Auction. 7 

The FRA will be a three-year forward capacity auction that sets capacity prices for retail 8 

choice demand that is not otherwise met through other state jurisdictional processes described 9 

elsewhere in my testimony.15  The FRA will utilize a downward-sloping demand curve (the 10 

Variable Reliability Target) to appropriately recognize the marginal value of capacity and send 11 

advance and more stable price signals necessary for entities to make prudent investment 12 

decisions.  Resources that clear in the FRA will be self-scheduled into the existing PRA 13 

construct like most other resources that are part of vertically integrated utility portfolios in 14 

MISO.    15 

16 

Why does the FRA apply to full capacity requirements? 17 

Application of the FRA to full capacity requirements is necessary to send an accurate 18 

price signal that represents the marginal value of capacity.  Early in the stakeholder process, the 19 

initial CRS design contemplated satisfying only local clearing requirement needs in the FRA, 20 

and satisfying the remainder of resources adequacy needs in the PRA.  However, after receiving 21 

feedback expressing concern from stakeholders and the IMM, it was determined that bifurcating 22 

the capacity procurement process and creating two different capacity prices would assign 23 

15  Tariff Section 69A.12.8. 
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different value to the same product and also limit the improvement to reliability planning that 1 

would result from a forward procurement process.  Setting prices for all capacity requirements in 2 

one auction will ensure proper capacity price formation for all capacity resources that are 3 

necessary to meet local reliability requirements and ensure that reliability issues associated with 4 

shortages are identified well in advance of a delivery year such that they can be more readily 5 

mitigated. 6 

7 

Why did MISO select a forward capacity auction? 8 

MISO’s markets must produce price signals that ensure confidence in resource adequacy 9 

across all time horizons.  Procuring capacity in advance of the planning year not only provides 10 

resource adequacy certainty in future years, but also provides more operational flexibility by 11 

providing three years to plan for and respond to future reliability needs that are identified in the 12 

FRA.  In addition, forward procurement provides for direct competition between new entry 13 

resources that may have lower costs and legacy resources ensuring consumers are provided the 14 

least cost option to meet requirements.  The benefits of forward procurement are described in 15 

more detail in The Brattle Group’s testimony. 16 

17 

What is the rationale behind conducting the auction three years in advance? 18 

Conducting the FRA three years in advance aligns procurement of resource adequacy 19 

needs with their provision in MISO’s largest seams partner, PJM.  Further, it is the ideal balance 20 

of sufficient time to accommodate new entry, and manage uncertainty associated with forward 21 

markets. 22 

23 
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Can these objectives be accomplished in a prompt capacity auction? 1 

Not completely; a prompt capacity auction may be able to produce efficient price signals 2 

but would not be able to provide the long-term resource adequacy benefits that a forward 3 

capacity auction achieves.  Resources, particularly new planning resources and resources 4 

contemplating retirement, seek confidence in market outcomes.  It takes time to accomplish 5 

market confidence, and by holding auctions in advance, market participants have the flexibility 6 

and certainty of prices for the next three years to secure financing necessary for future 7 

investments.   8 

While financial certainty in markets can certainly be achieved over time with a prompt 9 

auction, MISO’s capacity construct is not mature enough for a prompt auction to effectively 10 

address the needs of retail choice jurisdictions.  As demonstrated by the most recent OMS-MISO 11 

Resource Adequacy Survey, MISO’s retail choice zones may face resource adequacy challenges 12 

as early as 2018.  By having retail choice demand secure its resources in advance, MISO will 13 

have the flexibility of responding to capacity needs three years in advance of any resource 14 

adequacy shortfall, providing more flexibility than a prompt auction, which would only provide a 15 

month to respond to any reliability concerns.   16 

17 

Are there benefits associated with facilitating advanced investment decisions? 18 

Yes, a forward capacity auction promotes advanced investment decisions by new 19 

resources seeking entry into MISO and resources that are contemplating retirement.  Market 20 

flexibility is especially useful in responding to external factors like environmental regulation.  21 

Receiving retirement decisions in advance not only improves operational planning but also 22 

creates the opportunity for market-based replacement of retiring resources. 23 
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Please provide a general overview of the Variable Reliability Target. 1 

The VRT is a downward-sloping demand curve that reflects the marginal reliability value 2 

of incremental capacity procurement.16  The highest value for capacity is expressed as a multiple 3 

of Net CONE. The lowest value for capacity is zero.  The downward sloping curve is set 4 

between those two points, reflecting diminishing yet positive incremental reliability values as 5 

additional capacity is procured, until a point is reached where any additional capacity has zero 6 

incremental reliability value.  The downward sloping demand curve reflects the declining value 7 

to consumers of additional capacity in a fashion that more closely reflects the buying behavior of 8 

consumers in an efficient market. 9 

10 

What is the objective of a Variable Reliability Target? 11 

The objective is to set a VRT such that in the long run, the one event for every ten years 12 

LOLE (“1-in-10 LOLE”) is met on average.  Specifically, the VRT reduces price volatility and 13 

provides high enough prices (decreasingly as reserve margins increase) to support entry at high 14 

enough reserve margins to meet reliability objectives, to ensure reliability is met on a least-cost 15 

basis.  This can only be achieved if, over the long run, sufficient capacity revenues are captured 16 

by suppliers to meet Net CONE for the marginal supplier.  Further, because it more closely 17 

matches normal buying behavior by consumers in an efficient market, the VRT will decrease 18 

price volatility, reducing investor risk and long term cost to consumers while also mitigating 19 

market power. 20 

21 

22 

23 

16  Tariff Section 69A.12.3. 
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What is Net CONE? 1 

Net CONE is equal to the gross value of Cost of New Entry minus the Expected Infra-2 

Marginal Rents from Energy and Operating Reserve Markets.  Expected Infra-Marginal Rents 3 

are equal to the expected value of market revenues minus production costs.17  Net CONE values 4 

will be determined for all applicable LRZs.  MISO will determine the value of the Net CONE for 5 

each Planning Year. 6 

7 

Why is MISO using Net CONE in establishing the downward sloping demand curve? 8 

Net CONE reflects the monies needed by capacity suppliers to cover their expected fixed 9 

costs, including a normal return on and off investment.  Capacity suppliers can expect to recover 10 

some, but not all of their fixed costs through market revenues achieved in the energy and 11 

operating reserve markets, and the capacity market contributes to recovery of the remaining 12 

costs.     13 

14 

Why can’t a vertical demand curve meet these objectives? 15 

A vertical demand curve creates price oscillations zero and the applicable price cap.  This 16 

occurs when capacity is either marginally greater than or marginally short of the required 17 

amount.  Such price variations introduce significant uncertainty for investors contemplating 18 

whether to build new and/or retain existing capacity that, at best, substantially raises costs to 19 

finance assets through debt and equity investment tools and, at worst, makes difficult fully 20 

recovering the cost of investment.  As such, it reduces investor willingness to rely on organized 21 

markets for investment signals, endangering the ability to meet reliability objectives and raises 22 

the long term cost to consumers of meeting those objectives.  23 

17  Tariff Section 69A.12.3.4.2. 
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Will a 1-in-10 LOLE still be met in the CRS LRZs? 1 

Yes.  This is accomplished in the design of the FRA.  Rather than modeling the Local 2 

Clearing Requirement as a fixed value, as is done in the PRA, the Local Clearing Requirement 3 

will be modeled as a VRT; that is, a downward sloping curve used to value procurement of local 4 

supply which is designed to meet the 1-in-10 LOLE zonal objective over time.  Taken together, 5 

the system-wide VRT assures sufficient capacity is available, and the LCR VRT assures that an 6 

appropriate amount of such capacity can meet local needs by ensuring procurement from within 7 

the LRZ. 8 

9 

Will the FRA market clearing price achieve Net CONE on average? 10 

Yes, and as noted below, a periodic review of the setting of VRT parameters will achieve 11 

the average market clearing price of Net CONE.  Also, as described in more detail in the 12 

testimony of Drs. Newell, Spees, and Oates, The Brattle Group’s simulations further support the 13 

conclusion that the FRA will achieve long run equilibrium at Net CONE. 14 

15 

Will different LRZs have different downward sloping demand curves and Net CONEs? 16 

Yes. CONE values can vary across LRZs because of differences in costs across regions, 17 

and so Net CONE values can vary for similar reasons.  Every LRZ will have calculated Net 18 

CONE values. 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
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How will these VRTs be updated? 1 

The VRTs will be reviewed no later than every fourth Planning Year after the 2018-2019 2 

Planning Year.18  The Variable Reliability Target review will be based on a simulation of market 3 

conditions to quantify the ability of the VRTs to achieve Net CONE on average and to satisfy 4 

resource adequacy requirements.  MISO and stakeholders will discuss the results of the review, 5 

Market Participants will have an opportunity to review the Variable Reliability Targets shapes 6 

and any changes to the curve will be filed with the Commission prior to conduct of the next 7 

FRA. 8 

9 

Does the use of a forward capacity market create opportunities to resolve seams issues? 10 

A forward capacity market is already being utilized in the two MISO states with 11 

Competitive Retail Areas.  Both Illinois and Michigan have familiarity with a forward capacity 12 

market, as both states include demand participating in PJM’s RPM construct.  Establishing a 13 

similar forward capacity market would provide uniformity for those states and creates 14 

opportunities to resolve seams issues.  Further, while not part of this proposal in front of the 15 

Commission, MISO remains committed to the principals of the Joint and Common Market 16 

(“JCM”) agreement with PJM.  The establishment of a forward capacity market for the 17 

competitive retail portion of MISO would provide a new opportunity to explore further 18 

coordination with PJM beyond the energy markets coordination that is currently at the heart of 19 

the JCM. 20 

21 

22 

23 

18  Tariff Section 69A.12.3.3. 
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How will the Transmission system be modeled in the FRA? 1 

The FRA will use the same underlying model and structure that is currently in place for 2 

the PRA.19  This model includes the following basic attributes: 3 

• A zonal model, with the same number and definition for each LRZ as in the PRA.4 

• Transfer and clearing requirements as in the PRA (that is, a Capacity Import Limit5 

(“CIL), Capacity Export Limit (“CEL”), and Local Clearing Requirement will be6 

modeled for each zone, and a Sub-Regional Import Constraint (“SRIC”) and Sub-7 

Regional Export Constraint (“SREC”) will be modeled for each sub-region).8 

9 

Are there any differences in the approach to the system model utilized in the FRA? 10 

Yes.  Whereas each CIL, CEL, SRIC and SREC will be modeled in full in the FRA, the 11 

LCR will be modeled on a pro-rata basis, based on the quantity of retail choice demand in the 12 

LRZ relative to the total demand in the LRZ.  A proportional application of the LCR is the 13 

appropriate approach to reflect the local resource adequacy requirements of Competitive Retail 14 

Demand without inappropriately reflecting the local resource adequacy requirements of non-15 

Competitive Retail Demand in the LRZ. 16 

17 

Why is this the best approach to modeling the system in the FRA? 18 

This approach accurately reflects expected transmission limits during the Planning Year.  19 

It affords flexibility to ensure the transmission system is used in an efficient manner to satisfy 20 

Competitive Retail Demand’s needs together with non-retail choice demand’s needs.  Further, 21 

iterative execution of a Simultaneous Feasibility Test (“SFT”) together with the FRA, as 22 

19  Tariff Section 69A.12.8.1. 
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described below, will ensure that transmission access is provided to all LSEs on an equal basis1 

through the currently established process. 2 

3 

What is a Simultaneous Feasibility Test? 4 

An SFT is a power flow analysis used to ensure that capacity resources are deliverable to 5 

demand without violating network security restrictions. 6 

7 

How will the Simultaneous Feasibility Test be used in the FRA? 8 

The SFT will be used in same manner as in the PRA to ensure the FRA capacity 9 

procurement can be feasibly delivered along with other capacity throughout the entire MISO 10 

system.20  In addition, the SFT will model all new and existing supply cleared in the FRA based 11 

on the full transmission system including new transmission projects that will be in-service at the 12 

start of the Planning Year.  The SFT will use a “90/10” demand forecast since this forecast 13 

provides the best approximation for extreme conditions at system-peak during the forecast 14 

Planning Year.  Further, non-retail choice demand and associated cleared capacity that occurred 15 

in the most recent PRA will be modeled in the SFT to reflect the remainder of the system that is 16 

not participating in the FRA.  By formulating the SFT in this fashion, MISO can iterate between 17 

the FRA clearing process and the SFT to determine which capacity can clear to meet 18 

Competitive Retail Demand’s capacity needs while ensuring that the solution is feasible when 19 

taking into account the flows of non-Competitive Retail Demand and supply. 20 

21 

22 

20  Tariff Section 69A.12.8.1 
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Why are PRA results an appropriate representation of non-Competitive Retail supply and 1 

demand to be used in the FRA Simultaneous Feasibility Test? 2 

The recent PRA clearing is reasonable for estimating expected peak flows for the 3 

Planning Year because of current conditions.  Relatively slow demand growth and relatively 4 

stable flows year-over-year, irrespective of contractual relationship changes, coupled with the 5 

likelihood that new generation entry is likely to be sited near existing load and/or retiring assets, 6 

all demonstrate the reasonableness of the approximation. 7 

8 

Integration into Existing Resource Adequacy Processes 9 

How will capacity that cleared in the FRA be incorporated into MISO’s PRA? 10 

Supply that clears in FRA will be self-scheduled into the existing PRA process as a zero-11 

price offer, in the same manner as FRAPs or supply self-scheduled by vertically integrated 12 

LSEs.21   13 

14 

How will cleared demand in the FRA be incorporated into MISO’s PRA? 15 

Demand that clears in FRA will be modeled as a price-insensitive demand bid into the 16 

existing PRA process, similar to non-Competitive Retail Demand. 17 

18 

How will changes to demand forecasts from the FRA to the PRA be addressed? 19 

If the demand forecast for Competitive Retail Demand decreases between the FRA and 20 

PRA, then the demand already procured in the FRA will be the demand modeled in the PRA 21 

process.  If the demand forecast for Competitive Retail Demand increases between the FRA and 22 

the PRA, but does not increase such that the resulting FRA clearing provides less than a one 23 

21  Tariff Section 69A.12.8.3. 
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event in every five years LOLE (“1-in-5 LOLE”), then the demand already procured in the FRA 1 

will be the demand modeled in the PRA process.  Finally, if the Competitive Retail Demand 2 

increases between the FRA and the PRA, resulting in the FRA clearing having provided less than 3 

1-in-5 LOLE, then an additional amount of demand sufficient to achieve 1-in-5 LOLE will be4 

modeled in the PRA. 5 

6 

Settlements 7 

How will the FRA settle for retail choice demand that clears? 8 

Each LSE that serves Competitive Retail Demand cleared in the FRA will be charged the 9 

product of its cleared quantity in the FRA and the FRA Auction Clearing Price for its LRZ, and 10 

credited with ZDB Credit for each net importing DBZ in the applicable FRA, as DBZs are 11 

defined currently in our Tariff. 12 

13 

How will the FRA settle for capacity that clears? 14 

Market Participants with ZRCs that clear in the FRA will be credited the sum, across 15 

LRZs, of the product of the quantity of ZRCs cleared, and the FRA ACP for the LRZ in which 16 

each ZRC is located.22 17 

18 

How will capacity procured on behalf of Competitive Retail Demand be settled in the PRA? 19 

FRA transactions will not be resettled in the PRA.  However, in the event that the 20 

quantity of demand procured in the FRA is insufficient to meet 1-in-5LOLE based on updated 21 

LOLE studies, then additional demand to satisfy 1-in-5 LOLE for the Competitive Retail Area 22 

will be procured, and settled based on the currently-applicable rules for PRA Settlements.  23 

22  Tariff Section 69A.12.9. 

ER17-284 Tab B Bladen Testimony

088a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



Further, LSEs with Competitive Retail Demand are subject to a Minimum Reliability Cost 1 

Allocation to the extent that a reduction in a binding constraint (a CIL, CEL, SRIC, SREC, or 2 

LCR) between FRA and PRA leads to the FRA-cleared supply not providing at least 1-in-5 3 

LOLE to Competitive Retail Demand.  The Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation is further 4 

described below.23  Non-retail choice demand is settled in the PRA without any change from 5 

current practice. 6 

7 

Can you provide a high-level overview of the reasoning for including Minimum Reliability 8 

Cost Allocation provisions? 9 

A simple scenario can best articulate the causes of, and need for, the Minimum 10 

Reliability Cost Allocation.  Considering the constraints that are modeled in both the FRA and 11 

the PRA (i.e. CILs, CELs, SRECs, SRICs, and LCRs), imagine that one of these constraints that 12 

limits flows from one portion of the MISO footprint to another is being heavily or even fully 13 

utilized when the SFT is modeled during the FRA clearing process.  Then imagine that between 14 

the FRA and the PRA system conditions change such that the limit in question is determined to 15 

be more restrictive for the Planning Year.  As a result, the amount of capacity that can flow 16 

across the limit will be less than what the SFT found during the FRA clearing process.  Under 17 

this scenario, several outcomes can take place.  If the PRA is conducted ignoring this fact, then 18 

the presence of both cleared FRA demand (as price-insensitive bids) and of cleared FRA supply 19 

(as zero-offer ZRCs) will ensure that all demand will be served, and all FRA-cleared ZRCs will 20 

be utilized; however, the infeasible FRA ZRCs will be redirected to serve other system needs, 21 

and the PRA will clear different, higher cost ZRCs to serve the newly-constrained FRA demand.  22 

Under these conditions no additional ZRCs are procured than otherwise would have.  However, 23 

23  Tariff Section 69A.12.9.e.  
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the ZRCs are potentially more costly since they must now be sourced from a specific part of the 1 

system.  Further, since the FRA demand represented in the PRA is not expected to provide 2 

revenue into the PRA, this reshuffling of ZRCs causes a revenue inadequacy in the PRA.  The 3 

revenue inadequacy is equal to the cost of the higher-price ZRCs that are used to fill the gap 4 

caused by the infeasibility of delivery less the benefit that other demand receives from gaining 5 

access to the FRA-cleared ZRCs that are infeasible.  It is this quantity of ZRCs, needed for 6 

revenue sufficiency, that is recovered from FRA-cleared demand (referred to as the CRD 7 

Minimum Reliability Set).  8 

9 

Are there different provisions for a change in constraint limit that does not cause FRA 10 

demand to fall below 1- in-5 LOLE? 11 

Yes.  Since the intent of the CRS is to provide for 1- in-10 LOLE over time it is expected 12 

that, from time to time, conditions will arise such that the FRA-cleared ZRCs provide less than 13 

1- in-10 LOLE reliability for some planning years and greater than 1- in-10 LOLE reliability for14 

other planning years achieving 1-in-10 LOLE reliability over the long term.  As a reliability 15 

backstop, however, the CRS should not lead to conditions in which reliability drops below a 1-16 

in-5 LOLE for any given planning year.  For this reason, the Minimum Reliability Cost 17 

Allocation will only apply to the extent that the more restrictive limit leads to the FRA-cleared 18 

supply providing less than 1-in-5 LOLE to the FRA-cleared demand.  To the extent that a limit 19 

becomes more restrictive, and reduces LOLE, but does not reduce LOLE below 1-in-5 LOLE, 20 

then the FRA-cleared demand modeled in the PRA will be reduced in a manner that matches the 21 

reduction in transfer capability.  By making this reduction, the infeasibility of transfer is 22 

eliminated and no revenue inadequacy results.  The reduction in the FRA-cleared demand 23 
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modeled in the PRA will be limited by the lower bound of the provision of 1-in-5 LOLE and any 1 

infeasibility caused by this bound will be addressed through a Minimum Reliability Cost 2 

Allocation. 3 

4 

Does MISO expect considerable application of the Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation? 5 

No.  The transmission system is expected to become more interconnected and less subject 6 

to large-scale constraints over time.  Coupled with the expectation that a reduction in LOLE 7 

caused by a more-restrictive constraint should be less impactful than a reduction below 1-in-5 8 

LOLE, this leads to the conclusion that the Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation will be a 9 

seldom if ever used provision, needed only for specific extreme scenarios that may arise from 10 

one-off system configuration changes or major unpredictable transmission infrastructure outages. 11 

12 

How will the Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation be determined? 13 

If a constraint has become more restrictive from the FRA to the PRA in a manner as 14 

described above, then a portion of ZRCs that were procured in the FRA is constrained and is 15 

unable to meet the capacity needs of the demand for which they were procured in the FRA.  As a 16 

result, capacity that is unconstrained must be procured in the PRA to fulfill the unmet capacity 17 

needs of the demand represented in the FRA.  This comprises the set of ZRCs (defined as the 18 

CRD Minimum Reliability Set) that cleared in the FRA, but are not deliverable in the PRA.24  19 

The charge per MW is calculated as the cost of the newly-applied ZRCs due to the constraint, 20 

less the benefit that the re-directed capacity still provides to the PRA. 21 

22 

How will the Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation be allocated? 23 

24  Tariff Section 69A.12.8.3. 
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The cost of the additional capacity procurement in the PRA is charged to FRA-cleared 1 

demand, and these charges are used to offset the additional PRA revenue requirements because 2 

of this constraint.  MISO will identify CRD Minimum Reliability Set Areas after the conduct of 3 

the PRA.  A CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area is an LRZ or SRRZ where a reduction in 4 

transfer limits and/or increase in local requirements (CIL, CEL, LCR, SRIC, and SREC) between 5 

the FRA and PRA requires incremental ZRC purchases in the PRA to meet resource adequacy 6 

requirements of Competitive Retail Demand in the PRA.  The Minimum Reliability Cost 7 

Allocation caused by changes to the CIL or LCR to a LRZ with Competitive Retail Demand will 8 

be recovered pro rata from all FRA-cleared Competitive Retail Demand within the impacted 9 

zone as delivery is infeasible only to this demand.  All other Minimum Reliability Cost 10 

Allocation charges will be recovered pro rata from all FRA-cleared Competitive Retail Demand, 11 

since delivery is infeasible to all Competitive Retail Demand. 12 

13 

Interim Auctions 14 

Please describe the interim auction process. 15 

In order for the CRS to begin producing efficient and transparent market prices prior to 16 

experiencing a capacity shortage, MISO is proposing an interim FRA process.25  The interim 17 

FRA will be run separate and apart from the PRA.  Prior to running the interim auction process, 18 

MISO must first conclude its annual Loss of Load Expectation study process, a process which 19 

begins in April each year. 20 

21 

22 

23 

25  Tariff Section 69A.12.12. 
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What is the interim auction schedule? 1 

The first interim FRA will occur in March 2018 for the 2018/2019 Planning Year.  The 2 

next interim FRA will take place in August 2018 for the 2019/2020 Planning Year, and another 3 

interim FRA will take place in September 2018 for the 2020/2021 Planning Year, with the final 4 

interim auction occurring in October 2018 for the 2021/2022 Planning Year.  The first FRA that 5 

will occur three years in advance of the relevant Planning Year will occur in March 2019 for the 6 

2022/2023 Planning Year.  7 

8 

Why is it necessary to have the first FRA take place as soon as feasible? 9 

Areas within MISO’s footprint may experience capacity shortage conditions as early as 10 

2018.  Retirements in the MISO footprint are occurring at a much more expeditious rate than 11 

new resources can become available.  The 2016 OMS-MISO Resource Adequacy Survey 12 

depicted a capacity surplus of 2,700 MW.  When accounting for recently announced generation 13 

suspensions and retirements in MISO’s LRZ 4, MISO’s surplus would fall to 900 MW.  14 

Beginning in 2018, MISO’s available surplus capacity could fall short of its planning reserve 15 

margin requirement by 400 MW.  Below is a chart taken from the 2016 OMS-MISO Resource 16 

Adequacy Survey that depicts the potential risk of a capacity shortfall. 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
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Projected Capacity Position in ICAP GW (% Reserves) 1 

2 

-0.4 (14.9%) -0.5 (14.8%) -1.9 (13.8%) -2.6 (13.2%)3 

The foregoing portrays the projections for MISO on a system-wide basis.  The projections for 4 

competitive retail areas show an even more immediate impending problem.  In particular, the 5 

OMS/MISO Resource Adequacy Survey projected that Zone 4 could be short of local resource 6 

requirements by up to 1500 MW as soon as 2018.  As a result, there is an immediate need for the 7 

enhancements MISO is proposing for its capacity market so that capacity prices send accurate 8 

investment signals. 9 

The ability to establish a the CRS process as soon as possible, by the 2018/2019 Planning 10 

Year, will allow for generation resources contemplating either retirement or  participating in 11 

other markets to confidently utilize a more stable price signal that represents the marginal value 12 

of capacity in the retail choice portions of the MISO footprint.  Through the initial Interim FRA 13 

and the two subsequent Interim FRAs, three years of transparent price outcomes will be available 14 

for new entrants that may be contemplating new resource construction.    15 

16 

17 
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Does the CRS proposal include incremental or reconfiguration auctions similar to those in 1 

PJM? 2 

No.  MISO has not proposed incremental auctions for two primary reasons.  In PJM, 3 

incremental auctions are used to address reserve shortfalls across the entirety of the region.  In 4 

MISO, only shortfall in the FRA procurement would be relevant.  Such a shortfall is likely to 5 

have a de minimis effect on the system-wide LOLE.  As such, the cost and resource drain of 6 

planning for, and holding incremental auctions regularly is not justified by the relative concern.  7 

Second, the most important reason to hold incremental auctions is to cure shortfall of capacity 8 

procurement in the forward auction that might put reliability in jeopardy if left unaddressed.  9 

MISO has considered this issue, and under extreme conditions where the forward procured 10 

capacity will fall short of delivering the minimum reliability requirement (1-in-5 LOLE) MISO 11 

will use the PRA to procure the marginal amount required.  The PRA represents a more robust 12 

venue to cure any shortfall as compared to stand-alone incremental auctions. 13 

14 

The IMM’s Alternative Proposal 15 

Briefly, can you describe the alternative to CRS that was proposed by the IMM? 16 

The IMM proposed to modify the existing Planning Resource Auction by creating a two 17 

stage clearing process: stage one would clear merchant supply and demand, and stage two would 18 

clear non-merchant supply and demand.  This design would bifurcate the MISO capacity market 19 

into merchant and non-merchant supply and demand, and eliminate a single fungible capacity 20 

product in the MISO region. As a result, the proposed PRA modification would create a new and 21 

unique two-stage clearing mechanism that sets two separate clearing prices.  The first stage 22 

would set a price based on all demand (i.e., system-wide) represented by a sloped demand curve 23 
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and setting prices for only retail choice demand and only merchant supply.  The second stage, 1 

representing all demand by a vertical demand curve, would set the price for non-retail choice 2 

demand and supply as well as other types of vertically planned entities such as municipal and 3 

cooperative utilities.  The clearing mechanism would also be unique as it would require 4 

manipulating the sloped demand curve in stage one in order to avoid unacceptable outcomes 5 

(e.g., applying prices from a sloped demand curve to non-merchant demand and/or cross-6 

subsidization of traditionally non-retail choice demand by retail choice demand.)  This proposal 7 

is founded on design elements not found in other FERC-approved organized capacity markets. 8 

9 

Why will the IMM’s alternate proposal fail to achieve the reliability and efficiency 10 

objectives inherent in the CRS proposal? 11 

MISO’s analysis of the IMM proposal revealed both economic inefficiency and market 12 

administration flaws.  These flaws are a result of the proposal’s foundational design element that 13 

bifurcates the MISO capacity market based on administrative rules instead of market signals. 14 

Efficient market design sends price signals to separate the least cost from the higher cost 15 

suppliers.  The IMM proposal administratively would preclude the use of lower cost internal and 16 

external resources without regard to their ability to sell at lower prices or willingness to continue 17 

to supply for extended periods of time.  Low-cost resources will not be cleared in favor of 18 

clearing more expensive resources.  As a result, the IMM proposal would send price signals to 19 

Market Participants that would result in inefficient investment decisions. 20 

The IMM proposal’s bifurcated market would always result in the merchant price being 21 

dramatically higher than the non-merchant price except if the system is actually short of 22 

resources when all prices are set to the cap.  For example, initial simulations suggested the most 23 
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recent auction would have produced merchant prices above $150 and non-merchant prices below 1 

$10.  A key effect is to favor long run investment in merchant supply at the expense of 2 

investment to maintain non-merchant supply that is owned or controlled by traditionally rate 3 

regulated entities. 4 

Another example of inefficiency driven by the IMM proposal is its requirement to ban 5 

capacity imports in practice and to restrict clearing of Demand Response volumes, since their 6 

presence could lead to a cleared quantity greater than what competitive retail demand requires 7 

and is willing to pay for.  This then triggers an administrative manipulation of the demand curve 8 

(i.e., it would revert to a vertical demand curve) away from its equilibrium, resulting in dead-9 

weight loss.  In addition to sending price signals that drive inefficient investment decisions, the 10 

IMM proposal would create the potential for competitive retail areas to subsidize non-11 

competitive retail areas in the event the latter are unable to meet their resource adequacy 12 

requirements. 13 

The IMM proposal’s inefficiencies are compounded further by the fact that the proposal 14 

formulates prices indicative of reserve margins that are not actually procured.  Therefore, the 15 

proposal charges Competitive Retail Demand for a reliability standard not delivered.  16 

Finally, the IMM proposal’s inefficient pricing would raise bilateral prices due to 17 

economic inefficiencies resulting from the administrative bifurcation of the MISO capacity 18 

market into two distinct and non-fungible products.  This inefficient upward pressure on bilateral 19 

prices would be driven by the strong incentive for non-merchants to capture the merchant prices 20 

resulting from that substantial price difference between the bifurcated capacity products. 21 

A key design element of MISO’s current capacity construct is the fungible capacity 22 

product that is traded throughout the MISO region.  The IMM proposal would eliminate this 23 
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fungibility.  As a result, two distinct capacity products would be transacted in MISO.  Two 1 

products will require capacity market buyers and sellers to track their asset classification and be 2 

aware that a change in classification might impact the value of any purchase or sale.  Further, 3 

participants would have an incentive to pursue specially-constructed legal holding structures to 4 

work around asset classification rules.  These realities would increase the cost of capacity overall 5 

as the risk of a classification change would need to be included in all bilateral and auction sales. 6 

Administratively, the IMM proposal’s foundational design element (i.e., bifurcated 7 

capacity market pricing) presents difficult legal issues that will likely be challenged at FERC and 8 

in court related to undue price discrimination and unjust or unreasonable prices.  Under the IMM 9 

proposal, two similarly situated LSEs (i.e., located in the same MISO zone) would face 10 

dramatically different prices for purchases of capacity in the same auction.  This represents a 11 

dramatic departure from FERC precedent. In addition to the market design itself being litigated, 12 

the day-to-day administration of the design is also ripe for litigation.  MISO would likely be 13 

challenged on individual asset classifications due to the material price differences between 14 

merchant and non-merchant assets. 15 

As a wholly untested departure from currently approved capacity market structures, as 16 

evidenced here, MISO chose not to pursue the IMM’s alternate proposal. 17 

18 

Conclusion 19 

Why is the proposed CRS the best approach to address the issues identified above? 20 

The Competitive Retail Solution is a market-based mechanism arising out of a robust and 21 

transparent stakeholder process that ensures capacity prices send accurate investment signals to 22 

existing and future generation assets Competitive Retail Areas.  The CRS represents a just and 23 
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reasonable balance of the many varied interests across the MISO region as a reflection of the 1 

extensive revisions that occurred during the stakeholder process.  Particularly when compared 2 

with other options considered, this proposal represents the single approach that treads a rather 3 

narrow path to ensure efficiently priced capacity is available to meet the reliability needs of the 4 

competitive retail areas and to the benefit of all customers in the MISO region by ensuring 5 

continued use of the existing construct for the vast majority of the region.  This proposal is 6 

uniquely capable of advancing the goal of ensuring MISO’s capacity market design is up to the 7 

task of serving as the primary market mechanism for assuring resource adequacy in all time 8 

horizons in competitive retail areas of the MISO region while also serving the appropriate 9 

complementary role in the rest of MISO.  To achieve that end, this proposal incorporates much 10 

of the valuable advice MISO received from its IMM and stakeholders over more than a year and 11 

a half development process.  Additionally, this proposal is based on a structure, the three-year 12 

forward capacity market, and a price setting mechanism, the downward sloping demand curve 13 

that the Commission has approved for other RTOs and ISOs. 14 

MISO, under its Tariff and subject to FERC oversight, is uniquely positioned and 15 

obligated to establish processes that will ensure long term resource adequacy in competitive 16 

retail areas that do not have another entity or mechanism in place explicitly charged with 17 

achieving such outcomes.  With the many concerns I have discussed in mind, MISO reaffirms 18 

the enhancements proposed represent the right step forward for the MISO region. 19 
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MISO 1.A 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - A 

MODULES 41.0.0, 42.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Active Transmission Constraint:  Any transmission constraint for which a Resource is 

committed to avoid exceeding, or to relieve, the constraint limit. 

Actual Energy Injections:  For a Generation Resource a net Metered volume measured in MWh 

that flows into the Transmission System during the Operating Day at a specified location 

that is submitted to the Transmission Provider by a Market Participant or a Market 

Participant’s Meter Data Management Agent for each Hour of the Operating Day or, for a 

Stored Energy Resource or External Asynchronous Resource, a net Metered volume 

measured in MWh that flows into or out of (withdrawal positive, injection negative) the 

Transmission System during the Operating Day at a specified location that is submitted to 

the Transmission Provider by a Market Participant or a Market Participant’s Meter Data 

Management Agent for each Hour of the Operating Day.  For a Demand Response 

Resource-Type I, or for a Demand Response Resource-Type II, or an EDR resource, a 

calculated volume in MWh that is equal to the amount as calculated or Metered according 

to the specifications and protocols in the Measurement and Verification Procedures.  The 

Actual Energy Injection of the Demand Response Resource is calculated by the 

Transmission Provider based on the meter data submitted by a Market Participant or a 

Market Participant's Meter Data Management Agent for each Hour of the Operating Day 

that is used for Settlement purposes.  Given the appropriate qualification, Demand 

Response Resources-Type I Resources can provide the following products:  Energy, 

Contingency Reserve, and capacity under Module E. 

Actual Energy Withdrawal:  For a Load Zone where one or more  Demand Response Resources 

Type I are committed for Energy and/or are offered for Contingency Reserve, where one 
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MISO 1.A 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - A 

MODULES 41.0.0, 42.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

or more  Demand Response Resource Type II are committed during a specific Hour, or 

where an EDR resource has reduced load, a calculated volume in MWh that flows out of 

the Transmission System during the Operating Day at a specified location that is equal to 

the time-weighted average of the Metered volume of the Load Zone for that Hour plus 

Actual Energy Injects within the Load Zone for the Demand Response Resources and 

EDR resources.  For all other Load Zones, a Metered volume measured in MWh that 

flows out of the Transmission System during the Operating Day at a specified location.  

The Load Zone Metered volume in MWh that flows out of the Transmission System 

during the Operating Day, used for the calculation of the Actual Energy Withdrawal, is 

submitted to the Transmission Provider by a Market Participant or a Market Participant’s 

Meter Data Management Agent for each Hour of the Operating Day that is used for 

Settlement purposes.  For an Hour where the Hourly Ex Post LMP is less than the Net 

Benefits Price Threshold, the amount of Actual Energy Injections for all DRRs associated 

with a given Load Zone are added to the Metered volume at the specified Load Zone. 

Actual Resource Response:  The actual movement, in MWs, relative to Setpoint Instructions for 

a Resource within a Dispatch Interval. 

Additional Regulating Mileage:  Any Regulating Mileage Target for a Resource in a Dispatch 

Interval beyond the amount considered for the Dispatch Interval during the market 

clearing. 

Adjusted Financial Transmission Rights Capability:  The expected available transmission 

capacity in the FTR Auction, respecting the Simultaneous Feasibility Test, over the 

Transmission Provider Region during: (1) a given Month, less FTRs held by existing 

ER17-284 Tab D Redline Tarrifs

102a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 1.A 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - A 

MODULES 41.0.0, 42.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

FTR Holders; or (2) a Season, less FTRs held by existing FTR Holders and baseloading 

assumptions. 

Affected Participant:  A Market Participant, a person that engages in Market Activities or a 

person that takes any other service under the Tariff that has provided to the Transmission 

Provider, Confidential Information that is requested by, or is disclosed to, an Authorized 

Requestor under a Non-Disclosure Agreement. 

Affiliate:  With respect to a person or entity, any individual, corporation, partnership, firm, joint 

venture, association, joint stock company, trust or unincorporated organization, directly 

or indirectly controlling, controlled by, or under common control with, such person or 

entity. 

Agency Agreement:  The agreement that is Appendix G of the ISO Agreement.  

Aggregate Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement (Aggregate ATRR):  The annual 

transmission revenue requirement calculated by combining the annual transmission 

revenue requirements of each individual RFP Respondent and each individual Proposal 

Participant identified in a Proposal, all as provided in Section VIII.D.4.3 of Attachment 

FF of the Tariff. 

Aggregate Power Supply Curve:  The combined Energy Offer curves for all Resources, 

excluding DRRs, which is the capacity from all such resources at each price offered.   

Aggregate Price Node (APNode):  An aggregation of Elemental Pricing Nodes whose LMP is 

calculated as the sum of the products of the LMP at each Elemental Pricing Node defined 

in the Aggregate Price Node and the associated pre-established normalized weighting 

factors for the Elemental Pricing Node. 
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MISO 1.A 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - A 

MODULES 41.0.0, 42.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Aggregator of Retail Customers (ARC): A Market Participant that represents demand response 

on behalf of one or more eligible retail customers, for which the participant is not such 

customers’ LSE, and intends to offer demand response directly into the Transmission 

Provider’s Energy and Operating Reserve Markets, as a Planning Resource or as an EDR 

resource. 

Allowance Level:  A description of the mitigation measure described in Module D which allows 

a Market Participant that is an LSE or represents an LSE, to purchase or schedule a 

specified portion of its Energy, Operating Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and Down 

Ramp Capability requirements in the Real Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market.  

Alternate Selected Developer(s): Shall be the RFP Respondent(s) whose Proposal is selected to 

be the alternate Proposal by the Competitive Transmission Executive Committee, 

pursuant to Attachment FF of the Tariff, for implementation if the Selected Developer 

fails to execute or request an unexecuted filing of the Selected Developer Agreement and 

provide the required Project Financial Security within the timeframe provided in 

Attachment FF Section VIII.H. 

Ancillary Services:  Those services that are necessary to support Capacity and the transmission 

of Energy from Resources to Loads while maintaining reliable operation of the 

Transmission System in accordance with Good Utility Practice. 

Annual ARR Allocation:  The procedure used by the Transmission Provider annually to allocate 

ARRs and MVP ARRs. 

Annual ARR Registration:  The annual process for registering ARR Entitlements and MVP 

ARR Entitlements. 
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Applicable Laws and Regulations:  All duly promulgated applicable federal, state and local 

laws, regulations, rules, ordinances, codes, decrees, judgments, directives, or judicial or 

administrative orders, permits and other duly authorized actions of any Governmental 

Authority having jurisdiction over the Parties, their respective facilities and/or the 

respective services they provide.  

Applicable Reliability Standards:  Reliability Standards approved by the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (FERC) under Section 215 of the Federal Power Act relating to 

operation of the Transmission Provider in carrying out its Reliability Coordinator, 

Balancing Authority, Market Operator, Transmission Service Provider, and Planning 

Coordinator functions.  In addition to FERC approved standards, any regional reliability 

criteria and/or standards relating to operation of the Transmission Provider in carrying 

out the functions listed above. 

Applicant:  An entity desiring to hold FTRs, take Transmission Service, engage in Market 

Activities or take any other service under this Tariff, or become a Market Participant, 

Transmission Customer or Coordination Customer under this Tariff. 

Application:  A request by an Eligible Customer for Transmission Service pursuant to the 

provisions of this Tariff. 

ARR Delivery Point:  The ARR Zone or Interface specified in an ARR where Transmission 

Service terminates. 

ARR Entitlement(s):  Right to nominate and be allocated ARRs based on transmission usage, 

upgrades or other basis. 

ARR Holder(s):  The Market Participant that receives ARRs, or the Transmission Provider to the 
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extent it receives ARRs, through the Annual ARR Allocation. 

ARR Obligation:  The financial credit or obligation resulting from the difference between the 

clearing prices from the annual FTR Auction at the ARR Delivery Point and the clearing 

prices at the ARR Receipt Point. 

ARR Receipt Point:  The transaction receipt point specified in an ARR.   

ARR Settled Exposure:  The potential exposure to non-payment associated with ARRs that have 

been settled. 

ARR Stage Factors:  The factors that determine the nomination caps in Stage 1A and Stage 1B 

of the ARR allocation procedure. 

ARR Term:  The term specified in the ARR.   

ARR Transactions Not Yet Settled:  The value of the ARRs based on the clearing price(s) 

established as a result of the most recent annual FTR Auction which have not been 

settled. 

ARR Zone(s):  Geographic areas defined for the purpose of allocating ARRs based upon 

locations where a Market Participant serves Load. 

Area Control Error (ACE):  The instantaneous difference between Net Actual Interchange and 

Net Scheduled Interchange, taking into account the effects of frequency bias, including a 

correction for meter error, expressed in MW. 

Asset Owner:  An entity identified by a Market Participant through the Transmission Provider 

registration process that is eligible to be represented by the Market Participant in Market 

Activities. 

Auction Clearing Price (ACP):  The price, expressed in $/MW-day, associated with the MW 
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quantity that clears in the Planning Resource Auction or Forward Resource Auction for a 

given LRZ for the applicable Planning Year. 

Auction Revenue Rights (ARR):  Entitlements to a share of the revenues generated in the annual 

FTR Auction.  

Authorized Agency:  (i) a State public utility commission within the geographic limits of the 

Transmission Provider Region that regulates the distribution or supply of electricity to 

retail customers or is legally charged with monitoring the operation of wholesale or retail 

markets serving retail suppliers or customers within its State; (ii) the Organization of 

MISO States or any successor organization, formed to act as a regional state committee 

within the Transmission Provider Region; or (iii) a state agency that has both access to 

documents in the possession of a state public utility commission pursuant to state statute 

and the ability to protect those documents in accordance with the Non Disclosure 

Agreement. 

Authorized Requestor:  A person who has executed a Non Disclosure Agreement, and is 

authorized by an Authorized Agency to receive and discuss Confidential Information.  

Authorized Requestors may include State public utility commissioners, State commission 

staff, attorneys representing an Authorized Agency, and employees, consultants and/or 

contractors directly employed by an Authorized Agency, provided, however, that 

consultants or contractors may not initiate requests for Confidential Information from the 

Transmission Provider or the IMM.  

Available Non-FTR Financial Security:  For Credit purposes, any Financial Security held in 

excess of Total FTR Obligations and available for securing Non-FTR Potential Exposure. 
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Available Transfer Capability:  The maximum amount of additional Energy that may be carried 

by the Transmission System or by the transmission systems of Coordination Customers 

under current or projected operating conditions. 
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Calculated Demand Response Resource-Type I Output:  The hourly average Actual Energy 

Injection for each associated Demand Response Resource – Type I for the Hour for the 

purposes of assessing Excessive/Deficient Energy Deployment Charges.  

Calculated Demand Response Resource-Type II Output:  For a Demand Response Resource-

Type II, the hourly average Actual Energy Injection for the Hour for the purposes of 

assessing Excessive/Deficient Energy Deployment Charges. 

Calendar Day:  Any day of the week, including Saturday, Sunday or a Federal holiday. 

Candidate ARR (CARR):  ARR nominations submitted by Market Participants to be considered 

throughout the Annual ARR Allocation process. 

Candidate Baseload ARR:  Candidate ARR rights equal to each Market Participant’s Baseload 

Usage in an ARR Zone.   

Candidate Peak ARR:  Candidate ARR rights equal to each Market Participant’s Peak Usage in 

an ARR Zone. 

Candidate MVP ARR:  MPV ARR nominations submitted by the Transmission Provider to be 

considered during the Annual ARR Allocation process. 

Capacity:  The instantaneous rate at which Energy can be delivered, received or transferred, 

including Energy associated with Operating Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and Down 

Ramp Capability, measured in MW. 

Capacity Deficiency Charge:  A charge that is assessed to an LSE that has not demonstrated to 

the Transmission Provider that it has sufficient Planning Resources to meet its PRMR. 

Capacity Export Limit (CEL):  The amount of Planning Resources in MWs for an LRZ 

determined by the Transmission Provider that can be reliably exported from that LRZ 
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associated with the applicable PRA or FRA. 

Capacity Import Limit (CIL):  The amount of Planning Resources in MWs for an LRZ 

determined by the Transmission Provider that can be reliably imported into that LRZ 

associated with the applicable PRA or FRA. 

Capacity Resources:  The Generation Resources, Demand Response Resource- Type I, Demand 

Response Resource-Type II, Dispatchable Intermittent Resources, External Resources, or 

Intermittent Generation that are available to meet Demand.   

Carved Out GFA(s):  Any Grandfathered Agreement(s) that the Commission has identified as 

“carved out” pursuant to Appendix B of the Commission’s September 16, 2004 order, 

Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 108 FERC ¶ 61,236 (2004) or 

that meet the criteria in Section 38.8.3(A).b, and set forth in Attachment P to this Tariff, 

as that Attachment may be amended from time to time. 

Cash Collateral Agreement:  A Credit Support Document taking the form found in Exhibit III of 

Attachment L of this Tariff. 

Cash Deposit:  Cash collateral provided to Transmission Provider to secure Applicant’s and/or 

Tariff Customer’s performance under the terms and conditions of Transmission 

Provider’s Tariff, and/or other agreements. 

Change in Total System Cost:  The net change in variable operational costs, which include fuel, 

variable O&M, variable environmental costs, and other variable costs as mutually agreed 

upon by the Transmission Provider and the Market Participant, measured in dollars as a 

result of changing the output of one or more units in response to a redispatch request 

from the Transmission Provider. 
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Charge:  The withdrawal of energy from the Transmission System by a Stored Energy Resource 

for the purpose of storing the energy for injection back into the Transmission System at a 

later time. 

Coincident Peak Demand:  The Demand in MWs, for an LSE and/or EDC, that occurs 

coincident to the annual peak Demand in the Transmission Provider Region, where all 

Demand has been augmented to include any known reductions in Demand related to 

LMRs and/or Energy Efficiency Resources associated with the applicable PRA or FRA. 

Combined Reliability Systems:  The Reliability Coordination Customer Transmission Facilities 

and all other transmission facilities for which the Transmission Provider performs 

Reliability Coordination Services under Part I of Module F. 

Commercial Model:  A presentation of  the relationships between Market Participants and their 

Resources, Commercial Pricing Nodes and the Network Model in the Energy and 

Operating Reserve Markets. 

Commercial Operation Date:  Shall have the meaning set forth in Attachment X of this Tariff. 

Commercial Pricing Node (CPNode):  An Elemental Pricing Node or an Aggregate Price Node 

in the Commercial Model used to schedule and settle Market Activities.  Commercial 

Pricing Nodes include Resources, Hubs, Load Zones and/or Interfaces. 

Commercially Significant Voltage and Local Reliability Issue:  Transmission System voltage or 

other local reliability concerns that result in Voltage and Local Reliability Commitments.  

These issues are designated for reasons including, but not limited to, occurrence 

frequency, monetary impact, or other criteria as defined in Schedule 44.  A Local 

Balancing Authority or an interested Market Participant may request that the 
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Transmission Provider evaluate a Voltage and Local Reliability Issue for designation as 

commercially significant. 

Commission:  The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, also known as FERC, or its 

successor. 

Common Bus:  A single Bus to which two or more Resources are connected in an electrically 

equivalent manner where such Resources are treated as a single Resource for compliance 

monitoring purposes. 

Common Information Model (CIM):  The format adopted by the NERC Data Exchange 

Working Group that will be used by the Congestion Management Customer and the 

Transmission Provider to exchange Energy Management System models once a year. 

Comparable FTRs:  FTRs that are identical in all material respects except for the quantity of 

MW specified.  

Competitive Developer Qualification Process:  The process utilized to certify Qualified 

Transmission Developers pursuant to Section VIII.B of Attachment FF of the Tariff. 

Competitive Developer Selection Process:  The process utilized to solicit Proposals, evaluate 

Proposals, and designating a Selected Proposal and Selected Developer(s) pursuant to 

Section VIII of Attachment FF of the Tariff. 

Competitive Retail Area (CRA):  An LRZ with Competitive Retail Choice.  

Competitive Retail Choice:  The opportunity, as authorized by a RERRA, to purchase electric 

generation services from an entity other than an incumbent utility provider. 

Competitive Retail Demand (CRD):  Competitive Retail Demand is demand greater than the 

Materiality Threshold that is: (i) subject to authorized competitive retail access and is not 
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subject to a RERRA mandated long-term resource adequacy planning process; or (ii) 

demand in a Competitive Retail Area that is not subject to Competitive Retail Choice and 

has been opted into the Competitive Retail Solution as Competitive Retail Demand by the 

RERRA. 

Competitive Retail Solution (CRS):  A construct to assure local and system resource adequacy 

needs are met in areas in the Transmission Provider region that are subject to Competitive 

Retail Choice.  

Competitive Substation Facility:  A transmission substation that does not yet exist and that is 

proposed within a specific Competitive Transmission Project as an electrical substation 

containing equipment or components classified as transmission plant subject to Section 

VIII.A of Attachment FF of this Tariff.  Competitive Substation Facilities do not include

upgrades, modifications and/or expansions to existing substations owned by 

Transmission Owners that contain equipment or components classified as transmission 

plant, where such upgrades, modifications and/or expansions include but are not limited 

to:  i) expanding or upgrading facilities within the substation footprint, ii) expanding the 

substation footprint within the current site boundaries or iii) procuring additional land 

adjacent to or near the existing substation site and expanding the substation footprint into 

or adding substation facilities on the additional land, as further described in Attachment 

FF Section VIII.A.2 of the Tariff. 

Competitive Transmission Executive Committee:  A committee consisting of three (3) or more 

executive staff of the Transmission Provider, including at least one (1) officer, that is 

charged with overseeing all Transmission Provider staff and consultants involved in 
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evaluating Transmission Developer Applications and Proposals in response to a posted 

Request for Proposal.  The Competitive Transmission Executive Committee will have 

exclusive and final decision-making authority over: (i) the certification and termination 

of Qualified Transmission Developers; and (ii) the evaluation and selection of Proposals, 

resulting in designating Selected Developers.  The Competitive Transmission Executive 

Committee shall possess the specific technical, financial, and regulatory expertise 

necessary for evaluation of Transmission Developer Applications and Proposals. 

Competitive Transmission Facility:  A Competitive Substation Facility or Competitive 

Transmission Line Facility. 

Competitive Transmission Line Facility:  An entire transmission line or section thereof, 

containing one or more new transmission circuits, where such line or new circuits do not 

exist prior to the construction of an associated Competitive Transmission Project as a 

facility classified as overhead, underground, or submarine transmission plant.  

Competitive Transmission Line Facilities do not include upgrades, modifications and/or 

expansions to existing transmission facilities, as further described in Attachment FF 

Section VIII.A of the Tariff.  

Competitive Transmission Process:  The process utilized to certify Qualified Transmission 

Developers, identify Competitive Transmission Projects, solicit Proposals, evaluate 

Proposals, and designating a Selected Proposal and Selected Developer(s) pursuant to 

Section VIII of Attachment FF of the Tariff.  The Competitive Transmission Process 

includes the Competitive Developer Qualification Process and Competitive Developer 

Selection Process. 
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Competitive Transmission Project:  The Competitive Transmission Facilities contained within a 

Market Efficiency Project or Multi-Value Project approved by the Transmission Provider 

Board in MTEP Appendix A, subject to Section VIII.A of Attachment FF of this Tariff. 

Competitively Sensitive Information:  Information that is not public and the unauthorized 

disclosure of which could have anti-competitive effects, provide a competitor with an 

unfair or improper competitive advantage, or unfairly or improperly result in competitive 

harm, detriment, prejudice, disadvantage or injury to the legitimate proprietary rights, 

business or commercial interests, market position, or ability to bargain freely, of the 

lawful owners, possessors or users of such information. 

Completed Application:  An Application that satisfies all of the information and other 

requirements of the Tariff, including any required deposit. 

Composite Credit Score:  A composite numerical score scaled from 1.00 to 6.99, representing 

the sum of the Qualitative and Quantitative score as calculated by the Transmission 

Provider’s credit scoring model in Attachment L of this Tariff. 

Confidential Information:  Any proprietary or commercially or competitively sensitive 

information, trade secret or information regarding a plan, specification, pattern, 

procedure, design, device, list, concept, policy or compilation relating to the present or 

planned business of a Transmission Customer, Market Participant, or other user, which is 

designated as confidential by the entity supplying the information, whether conveyed 

orally, electronically, in writing, through inspection, or otherwise, that is received by the 

Transmission Provider and is not disclosed except under the terms of a Confidential 

Information policy.  
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Congestion Management Customer:  Any entity taking Interconnected Operations and 

Congestion Management Service under Part II of Module F. 

Congestion Management Process (CMP):  The process described in Attachment LL of the 

Tariff. 

Constraint Contribution Factor:  Factor that represents the impact that an incremental Actual 

Energy Injection or Actual Energy Withdrawal of one MW has on a given Active 

Transmission Constraint. 

Constraint Generation Shift Factor Cutoff:  A Generation Shift Factor level defined for each 

Binding Transmission Constraint that determines the generating units to be included in a 

Broad Constrained Area associated with the constraint.  Generation Resources with a 

Generation Shift Factor whose absolute value is greater than the Constraint Generation 

Shift Factor Cutoff are included in the Broad Constrained Area. 

Constraint Management Charge Allocation Factor:  A factor that is used to apportion Real-

Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Credits in an Hour between (i) the Real-Time 

Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Constraint Management Charge and (ii) the Real-Time 

Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Day-Ahead Schedule Deviation Charge and the Real-

Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Headroom Charge. 

Contingency Reserve:  Spinning Reserve and Supplemental Reserve provided by Resources 

available to the Transmission Provider to use in the event of a system contingency as 

specified in Schedule 5-Spinning Reserve and Schedule 6– Supplemental Reserve of this 

Tariff.  

Contingency Reserve Deployment Failure Charge:  A charge assessed to any Resource that 
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fails to achieve in a Contingency Reserve Deployment Period at least one hundred 

percent (100%) of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Instruction target. 

Contingency Reserve Deployment Instruction:  An instruction issued by the Transmission 

Provider to Resources with cleared Contingency Reserve to deploy a specific MW 

quantity of cleared Contingency Reserve as communicated via Setpoint Instructions or 

other electronic means. 

Contingency Reserve Deployment Period:  The period of time the Resource has to deploy 

Contingency Reserve following the issuance of a Contingency Reserve Deployment 

Instruction that is equal to ten minutes.  

Contingency Reserve Offer Price Cap:  The maximum price permitted for a Spinning Reserve 

Offer, an On-Line Supplemental Reserve Offer, an Off-Line Supplemental Reserve Offer 

or a Supplemental Reserve Offer in the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets. 

Control:  The possession, directly or indirectly, of the power to direct the management or 

policies of a person or an entity.  A voting interest of ten percent (10%) or more shall 

create a rebuttable presumption of Control. 

Controllable Devices:  Devices that may include phase shifters, DC lines, and back-to-back 

AC/DC converters. 

Coordinated Flowgate:  A Flowgate that is subject to the Transmission Provider’s or 

Coordination Customer’s operational control and through which flows are affected by 

transmission over transmission facilities within its operational control, or with respect to 

which Transmission Provider serves as a Reliability Authority. 

Coordinating Owner:  Any entity that is not subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission but 
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participating in the ISO through the execution of a coordination agreement which 

includes provisions for the elimination of rate pancaking.  The terms and provisions of a 

Coordinating Owner’s coordination agreement shall supersede the similar terms and 

provisions of this Tariff where applicable. 

Coordination Customer:  Any customer taking Coordination Services from the Transmission 

Provider pursuant to Module F of the Tariff.  The term Coordination Customer includes:  

Reliability Coordination Customer, and Congestion Management Customer. 

Coordination Services:  The services provided by the Transmission Provider pursuant to Module 

F of the Tariff.  Coordination Services include Reliability Coordination Service and 

Interconnected Operations and Congestion Management Service. 

Corporate Guaranty:  A legal document used by an Affiliate of an Applicant and/or Tariff 

Customer that guarantees the obligations of such Applicant or Tariff Customer.  

Cost of Congestion:  The Marginal Congestion Component of LMP at the sink minus the 

Marginal Congestion Component of LMP at the source. 

Cost of Losses:  Marginal Losses Component of LMP at the sink minus the Marginal Losses 

Component of LMP at the source. 

Cost of New Entry (CONE):  The capital, operating, financial and other costs of acquiring a new 

Generation Resource within the Transmission Provider Region for any designated LRZ. 

Counterflow ARR:  ARR allocated during the LTTR Restoration and Termination Stage of an 

Annual ARR Allocation based on a Counterflow ARR Entitlement. 

Counterflow ARR Entitlement:  Any Stage 1A eligible ARR Entitlement’s portion that was not 

nominated in Stage 1A of a Market Participant’s year 1 Annual ARR Allocation but that 
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the Transmission Provider deems to provide counterflow necessary to enable curtailed 

Stage 1A CARRs to be restored (fully or partly) during the LTTR Restoration and 

Termination Stage of an Annual ARR Allocation. 

CRD Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation (CRDMRCA):  A charge or credit that is allocated in 

the PRA to Competitive Retail Demand, including demand associated with a FFRAP, if a 

CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area(s) exists. 

CRD Minimum Reliability Demand Adjustment (CRDMRDA):  A quantity of demand reduced 

from the PRA PRMR, reflecting the difference between the minimum size of a transfer 

limit that would still allow delivery of a quantity of ZRCs sufficient to meet CRD 

Minimum Reliability Needs for PRMR, as determined in LOLE studies conducted for the 

PRA, and the FRA cleared ZRCs from a CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area in the FRA. 

CRD Minimum Reliability Needs (CRDMRN):  The minimum quantity of demand that satisfies 

Competitive Retail Demand’s 1-day-in-5 LOLE of the MISO region, with respect to local 

needs or to system-wide needs. 

CRD Minimum Reliability Set (CRDMRS):  Differing ZRC purchases in the PRA that are 

needed to meet CRD Minimum Reliability Needs that can no longer be provided by 

FRA-cleared ZRCs. 

CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area:  One or more LRZs and/or SRRZ where a reduction in 

transfer limits and/or increase in local requirements (CIL, CEL, LCR, SRIC, and SREC) 

between the FRA and PRA, causing the need for additional ZRCs to be cleared to meet 

CRD Minimum Reliability Needs. 

Credit and Security Agreement:  A Credit Support Document taking the form found in Exhibit 
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V of Attachment L of this Tariff. 

Credit Policy:  The Transmission Provider’s creditworthiness requirements and credit evaluation 

procedures as contained in Attachment L of this Tariff.  

Credit Support Documents:  Any agreement or instrument in any way guaranteeing or securing 

any or all of a Tariff Customer’s obligations under this Tariff (including, without 

limitation, the Credit Policy), any agreement entered into under, pursuant to, or in 

connection with this Tariff or any agreement entered into under, pursuant to, or in 

connection with this Tariff or the Credit Policy, and/or any other agreement to which the 

Transmission Provider and the Tariff Customer are parties, including, without limitation, 

any Corporate Guaranty, Cash Collateral Agreement, Letter of Credit, Credit and 

Security Agreement or agreement granting a security interest.  

Critical Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII):  Confidential information described in 18 

C.F.R § 388.113(c)(1), as may be amended from time to time.

CRS Resource Adequacy Requirements (CRS RAR):  The planning procedures and 

requirements located in Module E- 3 of this Tariff and the Business Practices Manual for 

Resource Adequacy that ensures the needs of demand subject to Competitive Retail 

Choice are met. 

Curtailment:  A reduction in firm or non-firm Transmission Service in response to a transfer 

capability shortage as a result of system reliability conditions pursuant to Section 14.7 or 

Section 27A of this Tariff. 

Customer Load Aggregation:  A Load Zone approved by the Transmission Provider for the 

purposes of submitting Bids to or scheduling into the Energy and Operating Reserve 
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Markets and for settlement of Market Activities. 
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MODULES 38.0.0, 40.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Day:  A twenty four (24) hour period beginning at 0000 hours EST. 

Day-Ahead and Real-Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Voltage and Local Reliability 

Charge:  The sum of the Day-Ahead Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Credits in an Hour 

attributable to Day-Ahead Voltage and Local Reliability Commitments and Real-Time 

Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Credits in an Hour attributable to Real-Time Voltage and 

Local Reliability Commitments. 

Day-Ahead Bilateral Transaction Schedules Marginal Losses Surplus:  The sum of 

Transmission Usage Charges minus the Cost of Congestion for all Bilateral Transaction 

Schedules cleared in the Day-Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market. 

Day-Ahead Commitment Period:  Contiguous set of hours within the Day for which there exists 

a Day-Ahead Schedule for Energy. 

Day Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market:  The forward market for purchases and 

sales of Energy, Operating Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and Down Ramp Capability 

conducted by the Transmission Provider the Day prior to the Operating Day. 

Day-Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market Marginal Losses Surplus:  The total Day-

Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market charges for Energy purchases, minus total 

Day-Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market payments for Energy sales, minus 

total Day-Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market congestion payments. 

Day-Ahead Ex Ante LMP:  The LMP calculated through the clearing of the Day-Ahead Energy 

and Operating Reserve Market using the process defined in Schedule 29 of this Tariff. 

Day-Ahead Ex Ante MCP:  The MCP for Regulating Reserve, Spinning Reserve, Supplemental 

Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and Down Ramp Capability calculated through the 
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MISO 1.D 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - D 

MODULES 38.0.0, 40.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

clearing of the Day-Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market using the process 

defined in Schedule 29 of this Tariff. 

Day-Ahead Ex Post LMP:  The LMP calculated for the Day-Ahead Energy and Operating 

Reserve Market using the process defined in Schedule 29A of this Tariff. 

Day-Ahead Ex Post MCP:  The MCP for Regulating Reserve, Spinning Reserve, Supplemental 

Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and Down Ramp Capability calculated for the Day-Ahead 

Energy and Operating Reserve Market using the process defined in Schedule 29A of this 

Tariff. 

Day Ahead Hourly Marginal Losses Surplus:  The total of the Day Ahead Energy and 

Operating Reserve Market Marginal Losses Surplus plus the Day Ahead Bilateral 

Transactions Schedules Marginal Losses Surplus. 

Day-Ahead Margin:  For an Hour, the difference between the Market Participant’s accepted 

Day-Ahead Energy Offer and the Day-Ahead Ex Post LMP for that interval. 

Day-Ahead Margin Assurance Payment (DAMAP):  The Real-Time make-whole payment 

provided under Section 40.3.6 of this Tariff to the Resources described therein, when 

such Resources’ Day-Ahead Margins have been eroded.  

Day Ahead Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Charge:  The sum of the Day-Ahead Revenue 

Sufficiency Guarantee Credits in an Hour in the Day, excluding Day-Ahead Revenue 

Sufficiency Guarantee Credits associated with Voltage and Local Reliability 

Commitments, allocated to Market Participants in that Hour pro rata based upon cleared 

Bids, in that Hour. 

Day-Ahead Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Credit:  A Resource credit guaranteed by the 
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MISO 1.D 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - D 

MODULES 38.0.0, 40.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Transmission Provider ensuring the minimum recovery of the Production Cost and 

Operating Reserve Cost of a Resource that has been committed and scheduled by the 

Transmission Provider in the Day-Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market. 

Day Ahead Schedule:  A set of values consisting of one (1) value for each Hour of a single 

Operating Day for each Commercial Pricing Node as determined in the Day Ahead 

Energy and Operating Reserve Market by the Transmission Provider indicating the 

Energy MWh supply or demand financial obligation of a Market Participant at a 

Commercial Pricing Node.  The Operating Reserve MW supply financial obligation of a 

Market Participant at a Commercial Pricing Node, the Up Ramp Capability MW supply 

financial obligation of a Market Participant at a Commercial Pricing Node, and the Down 

Ramp Capability MW supply financial obligation of a Market Participant at a 

Commercial Pricing Node. 

Debt:  For credit scoring purposes, the total amount of all borrowed money of an Applicant or 

Market Participant.  

Debt Adder:  The percentage of long-term debt, as stated on the Tariff Customer’s most recent 

audited financial statement, that is treated as equity to determine the Unsecured Credit 

Allowance. 

Debt to Equity Ratio:  For credit scoring purposes, the ratio of Debt to Equity. 

Default:  The occurrence at any time, of any of the events listed in Section 7.16.1 or 7.16.2 with 

respect to such Tariff Customer, or the failure to include payment for any obligations 

under this Tariff, if such failure is not remedied on or before the later of (i) the expiration 

of the applicable cure period as set forth in this Tariff or the applicable agreement; (ii) the 
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MISO 1.D 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - D 

MODULES 38.0.0, 40.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

second Business Day after the Tariff Customer receives written notice to cure with 

respect to defaults described in Sections 7.16.1.b, d, and e; or (iii) the second (2nd) 

Business Day after the Tariff Customer receives written notice to cure with respect to 

defaults described in Section 7.16.1.a. 

Default Offer:  A mitigation measure imposed by the Independent Market Monitor pursuant to 

Section 65.2 of this Tariff. 

Deferred Schedule 16 Costs:  Any deferred pre-operating costs to be recovered under Schedule 

16 of this Tariff. 

Deferred Schedule 17 Costs:  Any deferred pre-operating costs to be recovered under Schedule 

17 of this Tariff.   

Deficient Energy:  The amount of a Generation Resource’s, Stored Energy Resource’s or 

External Asynchronous Resource’s Actual Energy Injection at a Commercial Pricing 

Node in the Real-Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market in a Dispatch Interval that 

is less than that Resource’s Deficient Energy Threshold or, the amount of a Demand 

Response Resource’s-Type I Calculated DRR Type I Output, as adjusted for Actual 

Energy Injection or Demand Response Resource’s-Type II Calculated DRR Type II 

Output, as adjusted for Actual Energy Injection at a Commercial Pricing Node in the Real 

Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market in a Dispatch Interval that is less than that 

Resource’s Deficient Energy Threshold.  

Deficient Energy Threshold:  The minimum value of the Tolerance Band of a Resource. 
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MISO 1.D 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - D 

MODULES 38.0.0, 40.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Deliverability Benefit Zone (DBZ):  A group of one or more Local Resource Zones that have 

equal Auction Clearing Prices in a Planning Resource Auction or Forward Resource 

Auction resulting from the same auction constraint. 

Delivering Party:  The entity supplying Energy to be transmitted at Point(s) of Receipt. 

Delivery Point:  The Commercial Pricing Node used to determine the point of transfer between 

the buyer and the seller of the Energy specified in a Financial Schedule. 

Demand:  The maximum integrated hourly sum of Load occurring over a specified period, such 

as Day, Month, Season, or Year, expressed in MWs. 

Demand Bid:  A Fixed Demand Bid or Price Sensitive Demand Bid. 

Demand Curves:  The Market Wide Regulating Reserve Demand Curve, the Zonal Regulating 

Reserve Demand Curve, the Market Wide Regulating and Spinning Reserve Demand 

Curve, the Zonal Regulating and Spinning Reserve Demand Curve, the Market Wide 

Operating Reserve Demand Curve, the Zonal Operating Reserve Demand Curve, the 

Market Wide Up Ramp Capability Demand Curve, and/or the Market Wide Down Ramp 

Capability Demand Curve. 

Demand Reduction Shortfall:  The difference between the EDR Dispatch Instruction and the 

actual demand reduction, or zero, whichever is higher. 

Demand Reduction Tolerance:  The tolerance band of demand reduction that an EDR 

Participant can make between the EDR Dispatch Instruction and actual demand reduction 

and still recover the production costs associated with the demand reduction.  

Demand Resource:  Interruptible Load or Direct Control Load Management and other resources 

that can reduce Demand during Emergencies. 
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MISO 1.D 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - D 

MODULES 38.0.0, 40.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Demand Resource Capability Plan:  A plan that provides information supporting the Market 

Participant’s intended demand response.  A Demand Resource Capability Plan must 

demonstrate that the demand response is offered with the intention that the MW quantity 

used to meet resource adequacy needs is reasonably expected to be physically delivered, 

through Planning Resource registrations for the relevant Planning Year. 

Demand Response Resource (DRR):  A Demand Response Resource–Type I or Demand 

Response Resource–Type II. 

Demand Response Resource - Type I (DRR-Type I):  A Resource owned by a single Load 

Serving Entity, or an ARC within the MISO Balancing Authority Area and that (i) is 

registered to participate in the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets, (ii) that is capable 

of supplying a specific quantity of Energy, Contingency Reserve or Capacity, at the 

choice of the Market Participant, to the Energy and Operating Reserve Market through 

Behind the Meter Generation and/or controllable Load, (iii) is capable of complying with 

the Transmission Provider’s instructions, and (iv) has the appropriate metering equipment 

installed.  Each Demand Response Resource – Type I will be modeled as a Commercial 

Pricing Node consisting of defined Elemental Pricing Nodes maintained and approved by 

the Transmission Provider that comprise injections of customer demand response within 

a single Local Balancing Authority Area for the purposes of scheduling, reporting Actual 

Energy Injections, and settling Energy and Contingency Reserve transactions.  The 

Demand Response Resource –Type I can be modeled as aggregations of whole or 

portions of Elemental Pricing Nodes.  Given the appropriate qualification, Demand 

Response Resource-Type I Resources can provide the following products:  Energy, 
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MISO 1.D 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - D 

MODULES 38.0.0, 40.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Contingency Reserve, and capacity under Module E. 

Demand Response Resource-Type II (DRR-Type II):  A Resource owned by a single Load 

Serving Entity, or an ARC within the MISO Balancing Authority Area and that (i) is 

registered to participate in the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets, (ii) is capable of 

supplying a range of Energy, Operating Reserve, Up Ramp Capability and/or Down 

Ramp Capability, at the choice of the Market Participant, to the Energy and Operating 

Reserve Market through Behind-The-Meter generation and/or controllable Load, (iii) is 

capable of complying with Transmission Provider’s Setpoint Instructions and (iv) has the 

appropriate metering equipment installed.  Such Resources will be modeled and/or 

otherwise treated in a manner comparable as Generation Resources and must comply 

with the same Applicable Reliability Standards as Generation Resources.  Given the 

appropriate qualification, Demand Response Resource-Type II Resources can provide the 

following products:  Energy, Operating Reserve, Up Ramp Capability and/or Down 

Ramp Capability, and capacity under Module E. 

Demand Response Resource-Type I Offer:  An Energy Offer, Shut-Down Offer, Hourly 

Curtailment Offer, Spinning Reserve Offer (if a Spin Qualified Resource) and 

Supplemental Reserve Offer submitted by a Market Participant within the MISO 

Balancing Authority Area for the output of a specified Demand Response Resource Type 

I to supply Energy and/or Contingency Reserve to the Energy and Operating Reserve 

Market. 

Demand Response Resource-Type II Offer:  An Energy Offer, Start-Up Offer, No-Load Offer, 

Regulating Capacity Offer and Regulating Mileage Offer (if a Regulation Qualified 
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MISO 1.D 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - D 

MODULES 38.0.0, 40.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Resource), Spinning Reserve Offer (if a Spin Qualified Resource), On Line Supplemental 

Reserve Offer (if not a Spin Qualified Resource) Off Line Supplemental Reserve Offer 

(if a Quick Start Resource), and Up and Down Ramp Capability dispatch status submitted 

by a Market Participant within the MISO Balancing Authority Area for the output of a 

specified Demand Response Resource Type II to supply Energy, Operating Reserve, Up 

Ramp Capability, and/or Down Ramp Capability to the Energy and Operating Reserve 

Market.  

Designated Agent:  Any entity that performs actions or functions required under this Tariff on 

behalf of the Transmission Provider, an Eligible Customer, the Transmission Customer, 

an ITC, the Market Participant or a Local Balancing Authority. 

Designated Flowgate:  A Flowgate that has been designated to act as a constraint to power 

transfer on the Bulk Electric System. 

Desired Resource Response:  The movement, in MW, that a Resource is capable of providing 

during a Dispatch Interval in response to Setpoint Instructions based on the Resource's 

applicable ramp rate, starting from its actual output at the beginning of the Dispatch 

Interval. 

Direct Assignment Facilities:  Facilities or portions of facilities that are constructed by any 

Transmission Owner(s), ITC, or ITC Participant(s) for the sole use/benefit of a particular 

Transmission Customer requesting service under this Tariff.  Direct Assignment 

Facilities shall be specified in the Service Agreement (or HVDC Service Agreement) that 

governs service to the Transmission Customer and shall be subject to Commission 

approval.  
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MISO 1.D 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - D 

MODULES 38.0.0, 40.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Direct Control Load Management:  The magnitude of customer demand that can be interrupted 

by direct control of the Local Balancing Authority by interrupting power supply to 

individual appliances or equipment on customer premises.  Direct Control Load 

Management does not include Interruptible Demand.  Where an RE’s agreements do not 

restrict its reserve sharing pool to only the Local Balancing Authority, utilities acting as 

Market Participants may become members of the reserve sharing pool.  These utilities 

have the right to participate in the reserve sharing pool, and to call on Operating 

Reserves, and are obligated to supply reserves when called upon by other entities.  A 

utility meeting the above conditions, and which has interruptible contracts with its retail 

customers, may control its Interruptible Demand or Interruptible Load without direction 

from the Local Balancing Authority.  The magnitude of customer demand that can be 

interrupted by utilities meeting the above criteria may interrupt power supply to 

individual appliances or equipment on customer premises without direction from the 

Local Balancing Authority.  

Discharge:  The injection of stored energy back into the Transmission System by a Stored 

Energy Resource. 

Dispatch Interval:  The Dispatch Interval is a 5-minute length of time for which the 

Transmission Provider issues Dispatch Targets for the Real Time Energy and Operating 

Reserve Market.  

Dispatch Model:  A model of the Transmission System, Resources, and Load in the 

Transmission Provider Region used by the Transmission Provider to dispatch Resources 

through the Real-Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market. 
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MISO 1.D 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - D 

MODULES 38.0.0, 40.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Dispatch Target:  Instructions issued by the Transmission Provider to Resources indicating 

Resource Energy quantities to be injected (or reductions in withdrawals in the case of a 

Demand Response Resource Type II) and cleared Operating Reserve, Up Ramp 

Capability, and Down Ramp Capability cleared for Resources at the end of a specific 

Dispatch Interval.  

Dispatchable Interchange Schedules:  Export Schedules for the Day-Ahead Energy and 

Operating Reserve Market that specify a Bid or Import Schedules for the Day-Ahead 

Energy and Operating Reserve Market that specify an Offer.  

Dispatchable Intermittent Resource:  A Generation Resource whose Economic Maximum 

Dispatch is dependent on forecast-driven fuel availability. 

Dispatchable Intermittent Resource Feasibility Limit:  The maximum MW level at which a 

Dispatchable Intermittent Resource may operate and/or be scheduled, subject to any 

technical margin(s) as may be provided in the Business Practices Manuals. 

Distribution Facilities:  The low-voltage transmission facilities owned or controlled or operated 

by the Transmission Provider, or a Transmission Owner, or both, and used in a sale for 

resale of, or to transmit, electric energy in interstate commerce on behalf of a wholesale 

purchaser pursuant to a Commission filed Open Access Transmission Tariff (i.e., to 

provide Wholesale Distribution Service). 

Disturbance Recovery Period:  The amount of time from the occurrence of an event requiring a 

Contingency Reserve deployment to compliance with Applicable Reliability Standards. 

Diversity Contract:  A type of power purchase agreement (PPA) between an LSE in the 

Transmission Provider Region and an LSE with Demand external to the Transmission 
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MODULES 38.0.0, 40.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Provider Region that includes a one for one MW exchange of capacity which is 

committed to the Transmission Provider Region for the period between June 1st and 

September 30th in exchange for capacity committed outside of the Transmission Provider 

Region for any period during October 1st to May 31st. 

DOE:  The United States Department of Energy. 

Down Ramp Capability (DRC): The product representing the ability of dispatchable resources to 

respond to future downward changes in demand within the Ramp Capability Response 

Time after a given dispatch. The Real-Time Market-Wide Down Ramp Capability 

Requirement is defined by expected market-wide downward variation in dispatchable 

generation to account for forecasted changes in load and Scheduled Interchange while 

considering the contribution of non-dispatachable generation (negative for an upward 

variation) plus the downward short-term uncertainty associated with the Load Forecast, 

non-dispatchable generation forecast, and units not responding to their set points, all 

evaluated over the Ramp Capability Response Time. If the resulting requirement is 

negative, the requirement is set to 0 so the requirement is always non-negative. 

Dynamic Interchange Schedule:  Interchange Schedules for which the Market Participant has 

put in place real time and interval metering facilities approved by the Transmission 

Provider where Resources are supplying Energy to Load on a real time basis and the 

supply is being effected through use of scheduled Interchange in the Transmission 

Provider’s Area Control Error equation. 

Dynamic Transfers:  The provision of the real-time monitoring, telemetering, computer 

software, hardware, communications, engineering, Energy accounting (including 
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inadvertent interchange), and administration required to electronically move all or a 

portion of the real Energy services associated with a Generator or Load out of one 

Balancing Authority Area into another. 
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FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - E 

MODULES 52.0.0, 53.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Eastern Interconnection:  The ERO certified Balancing Authorities operating in the eastern part 

of North America. 

Eastern Prevailing Time (EPT):  Eastern Daylight Time during periods when the eastern time 

zone is observing daylight saving time, Eastern Standard Time during periods when the 

eastern time zone is observing standard time. 

Economic Maximum Dispatch:  The maximum MW level at which a Resource may be 

dispatched by the Transmission Provider in real-time for Energy under normal system 

conditions.  For Intermittent Resources or Resources incapable of following Setpoint 

Instructions, the Economic Maximum Dispatch will equal the Actual Energy Injections. 

Economic Minimum Dispatch:  The minimum MW level at which a Resource may be 

dispatched by the Transmission Provider in real-time for Energy under normal system 

conditions. 

Economic Minimum Dispatch:  The minimum achievable MW level at which a committed 

Resource may be dispatched by the UDS in real-time for Energy under normal system 

conditions.  When a Resource is not committed, the Economic Minimum Dispatch shall 

be equal to zero.  For Intermittent Resources, the Economic Minimum Dispatch shall be 

equal to zero. 

Effective Import Tie Capability (EITC):  The maximum aggregate level of power in MW that 

can be reasonably expected to flow on the transmission tie lines into a specified Zone of 

the Transmission System, while maintaining reliable operation. 
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FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - E 

MODULES 52.0.0, 53.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Effective Export Tie Capability (EETC):  The maximum aggregate level of power in MW that 

can be reasonably expected to flow outward on the transmission tie lines of a specified 

Zone of the Transmission System, while maintaining reliable operation. 

Electric Distribution Company (EDC):  A company that distributes electricity to retail 

customers through distribution substations and/or lines owned by the company. 

Electric Facility:  Equipment used for the generation, transmission, storage, or control of the 

transmission of electricity and that is connected to or part of the Transmission System 

operated by the Transmission Provider.  

Electric Generation and Transmission Cooperative (Coop):  An electric Generation and 

Transmission cooperative is a not for profit rural electric system whose primary function 

is to provide electric power on a wholesale basis to its owners.   

Electric Reliability Organization (ERO):  The organization certified by the Commission to 

establish and enforce reliability standards for the bulk-power system, subject to 

Commission review. 

Elemental Pricing Node (EPNode):  A single Bus where LMP is calculated. 

Eligible Confirmed Transmission Service Reservation:  Any reservation for Transmission 

Service that has been confirmed and has a start date later than the date a Default first 

occurs.  Any reservation for Transmission Service that has been confirmed remains a 

conditionally approved request at all times prior to such reservation’s start date and may 

be cancelled if a Default occurs prior to such start date.   

Eligible Customer:  (i) Any electric utility (including the Transmission Owner(s), ITC 

Participants(s), and any power marketer), Market Participant, Federal Power Marketing 
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Agency, or any person generating electric Energy for sale or for resale is an Eligible 

Customer under this Tariff.  Electric Energy sold or produced by such entity may be 

electric Energy produced in the United States, Canada or Mexico.  However, with respect 

to transmission service that the Commission is prohibited from ordering by § 212(h) of 

the Federal Power Act, such entity is eligible only if the service is provided pursuant to a 

state requirement that a Transmission Owner or ITC Participant offer the unbundled 

transmission service, or pursuant to a voluntary offer of such service by a Transmission 

Owner or ITC Participant; or (ii) Any retail customer taking unbundled transmission 

service pursuant to a state requirement that a Transmission Owner or ITC Participant 

offer the transmission service, or pursuant to a voluntary offer of such service by a 

Transmission Owner or ITC Participant, that is an Eligible Customer under this Tariff.  

Unbundled retail customers that seek to take local distribution service cannot be Eligible 

Customers under this Tariff with respect to that service.  

Eligible Projects:  Shall mean any Market Efficiency Projects (“MEP”) and Multi-Value Projects 

(“MVP”) approved by the Transmission Provider’s Board after December 1, 

2015 regardless of whether such project is subject to the Transmission Provider’s 

Competitive Developer Selection Process. 

Emergency:  (i) An abnormal system condition requiring manual or automatic action to maintain 

system frequency, or to prevent loss of firm Load, equipment damage, or tripping of 

system elements that could adversely affect the reliability of any electric system or the 

safety of persons or property; (ii) a fuel shortage requiring departure from normal 
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operating procedures in order to minimize the use of such scarce fuel; or (iii) a condition 

that requires implementation of Emergency procedures as defined in this Tariff. 

Emergency Demand Response (EDR):  The commitment and dispatch of Load reductions, 

Behind the Meter Generation Resources and other Demand Resources during an 

Emergency, in accordance with Schedule 30.   

EDR Dispatch Instruction:  Directives issued by the Transmission Provider to EDR Participants 

indicating MW quantities to be reduced during Emergencies. 

EDR Initiative:  Procedures for EDR Participants to respond to an Emergency through a defined 

reduction in Load or increase in output from Behind the Meter Generation Resources, as 

described in Schedule 30 of this Tariff.  

EDR Offer:  An offer made by an EDR Participant to reduce demand in response to an 

Emergency event which will not be considered in the clearing of the Day-Ahead Energy 

and Operating Reserve Market or Real-Time Energy and Operating Reserve Markets. 

EDR Participant:  A Market Participant capable of reducing demand in response to directives 

received from the Transmission Provider during an Emergency event. 

Emergency Energy:  Purchases of Energy coordinated by the Transmission Provider following 

the issuance of an Energy Emergency Alert in accordance with the procedure set forth in 

Section 40.2.22 of this Tariff. 

Emergency System Conditions:  Are (i) situations in which a systemic equipment malfunction, 

including telecommunications, hardware, or software failures, prevents the Transmission 

Provider from operating the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets in accordance with 

the Market Rules; or (ii) widespread electric transmission or generation equipment 
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outages that prevent the Transmission Provider from dispatching the system in 

accordance with the Market Rules.  

Emergency Tier I Offer Floor:  The minimum Proxy Offer established by the Transmission 

Provider, as specified in Schedule 29A, following the declaration of maximum generation 

emergency warning as specified in the Transmission Provider’s Emergency operating 

procedures. 

Emergency Tier II Offer Floor:  The minimum Proxy Offer established by the Transmission 

Provider, as specified in Schedule 29A, following the declaration of maximum generation 

emergency event, step 2 as specified in the Transmission Provider’s Emergency operating 

procedures. 

Energy:  An amount of electricity that is Bid or Offered, produced, purchased, consumed, sold 

or transmitted over a period of time and measured or calculated in megawatt hours 

(MWh).  

Energy and Operating Reserve Market(s):  The Day Ahead and/or Real Time Energy and 

Operating Reserve Markets operated by the Transmission Provider. 

Energy Consumer:  Any end-use customer, including but not limited to commercial retail 

consumers of electricity, located within the Transmission Provider Region.  

Energy Deficient Region:  An area in which one or more LSEs within the MISO Balancing 

Authority Area are experiencing or are expected to experience an Emergency under the 

procedures specified under Section 40.2.20 of this Tariff.  

Energy Efficiency Capability Plan:  A plan that provides information supporting the Market 

Participant’s intended energy efficiency.  An Energy Efficiency Capability Plan must 
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demonstrate that the energy efficiency is offered with the intention that the MW quantity 

used to meet reliability needs is reasonably expected to provide the sustained demand 

reduction capability through Planning Resource registrations for the relevant Planning 

Year. 

Energy Efficiency Resource (EE Resource):  A Planning Resource consisting of installed 

measures on retail customer facilities that achieves a permanent reduction in electric 

energy usage while maintaining a comparable quality of service. 

Energy Emergency: A condition when a balancing authority can no longer meet the energy 

requirements of the firm end-use load within its balancing authority area and has initiated 

its Energy Emergency procedures. 

Energy Emergency Alert:  An alert declared by the Transmission Provider in accordance with 

the NERC Operating Manual associated with the Transmission Provider’s inability to 

provide for the Energy and Operating Reserve requirements of the MISO Balancing 

Authority Area.  

Energy Emergency Area: The area within a balancing authority area that is experiencing an 

Energy Emergency. 

Energy Emergency Alert Level 2 (EEA2):  Energy Emergency Alert Level 2 as defined by 

NERC. 

Energy Management System (EMS):  The software system used by the Transmission Provider 

and Transmission Operators for acquisition and processing of operational data.  

Energy Market Counterparty:  The Transmission Provider as the contracting counterparty to 

Market Participants for all Market Activities contemplated by this Tariff, solely in the 
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Transmission Provider’s capacity as a principal and not as an agent for any other party, 

consistent with the provisions of Section 6A. 

Energy Offer:  The price at which a Market Participant has agreed to sell the next increment of 

Energy from a Generation Resource, Demand Response Resource – Type I, Demand 

Response Resource-Type II or the price at which a Market Participant has agreed to sell 

Energy via a Dispatchable Interchange Schedule Import Schedule; or the price at which a 

Market Participant has agreed either to import or export the next increment of Energy 

from an External Asynchronous Resource. 

Energy Offer Price Cap:  The maximum price permitted for an Energy Offer in the Energy and 

Operating Reserve Markets. 

Energy Offer Price Floor:  The minimum price permitted for an Energy Offer in the Energy and 

Operating Reserve Markets. 

Energy Resource Interconnection Service:  The interconnection of a Generation Resource to the 

Transmission System or distribution system, as applicable, to be eligible to deliver the 

Generation Resource’s electric output using the existing firm or non-firm capacity of the 

Transmission System on an as available basis. 

EPT:  Eastern Prevailing Time.   

Equity:  For credit scoring purposes, the ownership interest in a firm, including the residual 

dollar value of a futures trading account, assuming its liquidation is at the going trade 

price of Applicant or Market Participant. 

Equivalent Forced Outage Rate Demand (EFORd):  The Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 

Demand, as defined by NERC. 
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EST:  Eastern Standard Time.  

Ex Ante MCP:  The Regulating Reserve MCP, Regulating Mileage MCP, Spinning Reserve 

MCP, Supplemental Reserve MCP, Up Ramp Capability MCP, and Down Ramp 

Capability MCP calculated at the beginning of the Dispatch Interval, used for 

informational purposes in the Real-Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market.  

Ex Post MCP:  The Regulating Reserve MCP, Regulating Mileage MCP, Spinning Reserve 

MCP, Supplemental Reserve MCP, Up Ramp Capability MCP, and Down Ramp 

Capability MCP calculated for each Dispatch Interval. 

Excess Congestion Charge Fund:  A fund established by the Transmission Provider 

representing, in aggregate, the difference between the total of all Transmission 

Congestion Payments for a given Hour and the hourly transmission congestion charges. 

Excessive/Deficient Charge Rate:  The rate used to determine a Resource’s Excessive/Deficient 

Energy Deployment Charge as calculated pursuant to Section 40.3.4.b. 

Excessive/Deficient Energy Deployment Charge:  A charge assessed to any Resource in an 

Hour with Excessive Energy and/or Deficient Energy in four (4) or more consecutive 

Dispatch Intervals within the Hour.  

Excessive Energy:  The amount of a Generation Resource’s, Stored Energy Resource’s or 

External Asynchronous Resource’s Actual Energy Injection at a Commercial Pricing 

Node in the Real-Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market in a Dispatch Interval that 

is greater than that Resource’s Excessive Energy Threshold or, the amount of a Demand 

Response Resource’s Type I Calculated DRR Type I Output, as adjusted for Actual 

Energy Injection or Demand Response Resource’s Type II Calculated DRR Type II 
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Output, as adjusted for Actual Energy Injection at a Commercial Pricing Node in the Real 

Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market in a Dispatch Interval that is greater than 

that Resource’s Excessive Energy Threshold.  

Excessive Energy Price:  The price used to calculate a Market Participant’s credit for Excessive 

Energy that is equal to the Energy Offer price associated with a Generation Resource’s, 

Demand Response Resource’s – Type I, Demand Response Resource’s – Type II or 

External Asynchronous Resource’s Excessive Energy. 

Excessive Energy Threshold:  The maximum value of a Resource’s Tolerance Band. 

Export Schedule:  An Interchange Schedule in which the Interchange Schedule Receipt Point 

lies within the MISO Balancing Authority Area and the Interchange Schedule Delivery 

Point lies outside the MISO Balancing Authority Area.  

Exporting Entity:  A Market Participant that is not a Load Serving Entity with a cleared Export 

Schedule in the Day-Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market or an Export Schedule 

in the Real-Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market. 

Extended Locational Marginal Price (ELMP):  The Transmission Provider shall implement, 

ELMP, an enhanced pricing mechanism expanding upon LMP and MCP in which 

additional resources, including resources that are scheduled to operate at limits, certain 

off-line resources, and the start-up or shut-down and no-load or curtailment costs of 

resources may be included in the calculation of prices at the Commercial Pricing nodes 

located throughout the Transmission Provider region. Such prices shall be calculated per 

the process set forth in Schedule 29A. 
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Extended Transmission Outage:  A Planned Transmission Outage that exceeds the original 

outage schedule previously provided by the Transmission Owner to the Transmission 

Provider. 

External Asynchronous Resource:  A Resource representing an asynchronous DC tie between 

the synchronous Eastern Interconnection grid and an asynchronous grid that is supported 

within the Transmission Provider Region through Dynamic Interchange Schedules in the 

Day-Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market and/or Real-Time Energy and 

Operating Reserve Market.  External Asynchronous Resources are located where the 

asynchronous tie terminates in the synchronous Eastern Interconnection grid.  

External Resource:  A generator located outside of the metered boundaries of the MISO 

Balancing Authority Area. 
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Facility:  An electric generating unit or an electric generating station composed of one or more 

contiguous electric generating units aggregated at a single geographical site.  

Facilities Study:  An engineering study conducted by the Transmission Provider or ITC in 

collaboration with the affected Transmission Owner(s) and ITC Participant(s) to 

determine the required modifications to the Transmission System, including the cost and 

scheduled completion date for such modifications, that will be required to provide the 

requested Transmission Service.  The Transmission Provider shall have the final 

determination and ultimate responsibility for any such studies.  Facilities Studies for any 

transmission facilities not under the operational control of the Transmission Provider 

shall be performed by the Transmission Owner, or ITC, or any entity it designates to 

perform the studies.   

Fast Start Resource:  A Generation Resource that can be started, synchronized and inject 

Energy, or a Demand Response Resource that can reduce its Energy consumption, within 

10 minutes of being notified and that has a minimum run time of one hour or less and that 

will participate in setting price as described in the process in Schedule 29A of this Tariff.  

Fast Start Resource does not include fuel-limited resources such as pumped storage, run-

of-river hydro, and wind resources. 

Feasibility Upgrade Process:  The procedure that enables additional ARRs to be allocated based 

upon Network Upgrades as part of the MTEP process. 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Uniform System of Accounts:  The 

Commission’s Uniform System of Accounts in the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 18, 

Conservation of Power and Water Resources, Parts 1-399, pursuant to which electric 
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public utilities, licensees and other companies within FERC jurisdiction are required to 

maintain their books and records. 

Federal Power Marketing Agency:  Any agency or instrumentality of the United States (other 

than the Tennessee Valley Authority), which sells electric Energy. 

FERC Market Rules:  The market behavior rules and the prohibition against electricity Energy 

market manipulation codified by the Commission in its Rules and Regulations at 18 CFR 

§ 1c.2 and 35.37, respectively; and any related proscriptions or any successor rules that

the Commission from time to time may issue, approve or otherwise establish. 

File Transfer Protocol (FTP):  The standardized File Transfer Protocol for data transfer. 

Financial Schedule:  A financial arrangement between two Market Participants designating a 

Source Point, Sink Point and Delivery Point establishing the obligations of the buyer and 

seller for the payment of Cost of Congestion and Cost of Losses.  The Transmission 

Provider is not the Energy Market Counterparty to the sale of Energy under a Financial 

Schedule transaction and collects and disburses the Transmission Usage Charge as agent 

for the parties to the Financial Schedule. 

Financial Security:  A Cash Deposit or Irrevocable Letter of Credit in an amount and form 

determined by and acceptable to Transmission Provider, provided by an Applicant and/or 

Tariff Customer to Transmission Provider as security.   

Financial Transmission Right (FTR):  A financial instrument that entitles the holder to receive 

compensation for or requires the holder to pay certain congestion related transmission 

charges that arise when the Transmission System is congested and differences in 

Marginal Congestion Components of Day-Ahead Ex Post LMPs result. 
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Firm Flow:  The estimated impacts of firm transactions under network and point-to-point 

Transmission Service on a particular Coordinated Flowgate. 

Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service:  Transmission Service under this Tariff that is 

reserved and/or scheduled between specified Points of Receipt and Points of Delivery 

pursuant to Module B of this Tariff.  

First Planning Area:  The Transmission System of the Transmission Provider Region as it 

existed immediately before the effective date of the Second Planning Area.  The First 

Planning Area may be modified from time to time by:  (1) the addition of any 

transmission facilities in the Midwest portion of the United States (i.e., Illinois, Indiana, 

Iowa, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, North Dakota, Ohio, South 

Dakota, and Wisconsin) where transmission facilities not under the functional control of 

the Transmission Provider are subsequently conveyed to the functional control of the 

Transmission Provider to be used to provide Transmission Service under Module B of the 

Tariff; or (2) the withdrawal from the Transmission Provider Region of a Member 

located in the First Planning Area. 

Fixed Carrying Charge:  An annual charge calculated by taking the cost of service carrying 

charge elements expressed as a percent multiplied by the Transmission Owner or ITC’s 

rate base.  The carrying charge elements include: operations and maintenance, 

depreciation expense, other taxes, return, and income taxes.  

Fixed Demand Bid:  A request to purchase a specified MWh quantity of Energy, at specified 

locations in the Transmission Provider Region, during specific Hours of the next 

Operating Day submitted to the Day-Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market.  
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Demand Bids may only be submitted by a Market Participant that is itself a Load Serving 

Entity (LSE) or is purchasing Energy to serve an LSE. 

Fixed Interchange Schedule:  An Interchange Schedule consisting of a fixed, non-Dispatchable 

amount, used in the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets. 

Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan (FRAP):  A plan submitted by an LSE through the MECT to 

the Transmission Provider that is approved by the Transmission Provider which 

demonstrates that the LSE has sufficient ZRCs to meet all or part of its PRMR for one or 

more LRZs. 

Flowgate:  A representative modeling of a facility or group of facilities that may act as a 

constraint to power transfer on the Bulk Electric System. 

Flowgate Rating:  The Total Transfer Capability of a Flowgate. 

Forced Outage or Generator Forced Outage:  An immediate reduction in output, Capacity or 

removal from service, in whole or in part, of a Generation Resource by reason of an 

Emergency or threatened Emergency, unanticipated failure, inability to return on 

schedule from a Planned Transmission Outage, or other cause beyond the control of the 

owner or operator of the facility, as specified in the relevant portions of the BPM for 

Outage Operations.  A reduction in output or removal from service of a Generation 

Resource in response to changes in Energy Market conditions does not constitute a 

Generator Forced Outage. 

Forecast LSE Requirement:  The forecasted Demand including the effect of all losses for an 

LSE at a CPNode for a Month less the Full Responsibility Purchases plus the Full 

Responsibility Sales and minus the Demand Resources that were registered to net for a 
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given Month all at the same CPNode. 

Forecast Maximum Limit:  The maximum MW level at which a Dispatchable Intermittent 

Resource may operate. 

Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan (FFRAP):  A plan submitted by an LSE through the 

MECT to the Transmission Provider which demonstrates that the LSE has sufficient 

ZRCs to meet all or part of its Local Clearing Requirements and its Planning Reserve 

Margin Requirements for one or more LRZs. 

Forward Resource Auction (FRA):  An annual auction that is conducted by the Transmission 

Provider to determine the FRA ACP and the cleared ZRC Offers for each LRZ for the 

Planning Year three years after the prompt Planning Year. 

Forward Resource Auction Clearing Price (FRA ACP):  The Auction Clearing Price, expressed 

in $/MW-day, associated with the MW quantity that clears in the Forward Resource 

Auction for a given LRZ for the applicable Planning Year.  

Forward Resource Auction Local Requirement (FRALR):  The intersection point where the 

quantity of supply meets the quantity of demand on the VRT for Competitive Retail 

Demand’s LCR. 

Forward Resource Auction Requirement (FRAR):  The intersection point where the total 

quantity of supply meets the total quantity of demand on the VRT for Competitive Retail 

Demand’s PRMR 

FRA Subsequent Year Offer Requirement:  The requirement that a Capacity Resource located 

in an LRZ for which Competitive Retail Demand is not represented in the FRA, and that 

clears a FRA, must be offered into the next FRA, and must continue to participate in 
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subsequent FRAs, unless the Market Participant provides the Transmission Provider 

written notification of intent to conclude its Resource(s) participation, pursuant to 

69A.12.6.  

Forward UCAP Obligation:  Established for each LSE with Competitive Retail Demand and 

represents the amount of MWs, based on the PLCs of the LSE and the cleared demand 

for the applicable FRA, which an LSE will be charged at the FRA ACP. 

FTR and ARR Transactions Cleared But Not Yet Settled:  This service category is a component 

of the FTR Potential Exposure.  The FTR and ARR Transactions Cleared But Not Yet 

Settled are calculated on a monthly basis.  If the net monthly value is positive, it is 

included in the FTR Potential Exposure calculation.  If the net monthly value is negative, 

the value is not included in the FTR Potential Exposure calculation.  

FTR Auction:  An auction conducted periodically through which the Transmission Provider, 

subject to the Simultaneous Feasibility Test:  (i) awards FTRs of various durations and 

(ii) facilitates the selling of existing FTRs between Market Participants.

FTR Auction Credit Allocation: Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 7/28/2010 

The amount of the Applicant’s and/or Tariff Customer’s Total Credit Limit allocated to FTR 

Auctions. 

FTR Auction Credit Exposure:  Exposure to non payment associated with the amount of the 

Applicant’s and/or Tariff Customer’s FTR Bids and Offers submitted in the auction. 

FTR Auction Participant:  A Market Participant that participates in an FTR Auction 

administered by the Transmission Provider. 

FTR Auction Settled Transactions Exposure:  The potential exposure to non-payment 
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associated with FTR Auction transactions that have been cleared and settled. 

FTR Bid:  A bid to purchase an FTR through an FTR Auction. 

FTR Bidder:  A Market Participant submitting an FTR Bid. 

FTR Delivery Point:  The transaction Delivery Point specified in a receipt point to delivery point 

FTR. 

FTR Holder:  A Market Participant that owns one (1) or more FTRs. 

FTR MCP:  The price at which a set of Comparable FTRs are sold through an FTR Auction. 

FTR Obligation:  A receipt point to delivery point FTR that imposes a financial obligation on 

the FTR Holder if congestion exists in the direction from the FTR Delivery Point to the 

FTR Receipt Point.  

FTR Offer:  An offer to sell an FTR through an FTR Auction. 

FTR Offeror:  A Market Participant submitting an FTR Offer. 

FTR Option:  A receipt point to delivery point FTR that imposes no financial obligations on the 

FTR Holder under any conditions. 

FTR Period:  The period(s) of time on a given Day during which an FTR is in effect (On Peak, 

Off Peak, or full Day time period(s)). 

FTR Potential Exposure:  The sum of exposure values as defined in Section V.B of Attachment 

L to this Tariff.  Included are all FTR related charge types. 

FTR Potential Exposure Violation:  A condition that exists whenever a Tariff Customer’s (i) 

FTR Potential Exposure equals or exceeds its Financial Security (less its FTR Auction 

Credit Allocation); ; (ii) FTR Potential Exposure (less its FTR Auction Credit Allocation) 

equals or exceeds its Financial Security (less its FTR Auction Credit Exposure); or (iii) 
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FTR Auction Total Credit Exposure equals or exceeds its FTR Auction Credit Allocation 

as further defined in Section V.C of Attachment L to this Tariff. 

FTR Quantity:  The quantity in MW specified in an FTR. 

FTR Receipt Point:  The transaction receipt point specified in an FTR. 

FTR Transactions Cleared But Not Yet Settled:  The value of the FTRs based on the clearing 

price(s) established as a result of an FTR Auction which has been cleared, but has not yet 

been settled. 

Full Responsibility Purchases:  The total of all purchases coincident with the expected Demand 

of the LSE under which the seller is contractually obligated to deliver Energy plus 

reserves to the purchaser, expressed in MWs for the hour. Reserve provision by the seller 

as a percent must meet or exceed the PRM obligation for the purchasing LSE.  Up Ramp 

Capability and Down Ramp Capability by the seller as a percent must meet or exceed the 

PRM obligation for the purchasing LSE.  Each purchaser and seller must agree on which 

of their transactions are to be reported under this heading. 

Full Responsibility Sales:  The total of all sales coincident with the expected Demand of the 

LSE under which the seller is contractually obligated to deliver Energy plus reserves to 

the purchaser, expressed in MWs for the hour. Reserve provision by the seller as a 

percent must meet or exceed the PRM obligation for the purchasing LSE.  Up Ramp 

Capability and Down Ramp Capability by the seller as a percent must meet or exceed the 

PRM obligation for the purchasing LSE.  Each purchaser and seller must agree on which 

of their transactions are to be reported. 
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ICCP/ISN:  Common communication protocols adopted to standardize information transfer. 

Import Schedule:  An Interchange Schedule in which the Interchange Schedule Delivery Point 

lies within the MISO Balancing Authority Area and the Interchange Schedule Receipt 

Point lies outside of the MISO Balancing Authority Area.  

Inadvertent Energy:  The mathematical time integral deviation of a Balancing Authority’s Net 

Scheduled Interchange subtracted from its Net Actual Interchange where a negative value 

denotes a condition of undergeneration and a positive value denotes overgeneration.  

Inadvertent Energy Value:  For the MISO Balancing Authority Area within the Transmission 

System, the calculated monetary value for each Hour of the Inadvertent Energy expressed 

in MWh multiplied by the MISO Balancing Authority Area’s average generation Hourly 

Real-Time Ex Post LMP for the Hour. 

Incremental Energy Cost:  The area under a Generation Resource’s, Demand Response 

Resource’s–Type II or External Asynchronous Resource’s offered incremental Energy 

cost curve, consisting of (MW, dollars per MW) pairs, between an upper and lower 

bound.  

Independent Market Monitor (IMM):  The person or person(s), or consulting firm or other 

entity, retained by the Transmission Provider to carry out the Plan described in Module 

D. 

Information Request:  A written request, in accordance with the terms of the Tariff, for 

disclosure of Confidential Information pursuant to Section 38.9.4 of the Tariff. 

Inoperable Capacity:  The amount of Generation Resources expected to be totally or partially 

unavailable due to:  (i) scheduled outage during the reporting hours, including 
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maintenance and planned outages, (ii) legal or regulatory restrictions, including 

environmental restrictions, (iii) extensive modifications or repairs, reduction in output 

due to hydro conditions, or (iv) a mothballed state. 

Installed Capacity:  The amount of Capacity assigned to a Capacity Resource which is the lesser 

of the Capacity Resource’s annual, seasonal, or monthly net demonstrated capability and 

the net output identified in the Capacity Resource’s Interconnection and Operating 

Agreement. 

Instructed Energy Mileage:  The movement, in MW, that a Resource is asked to provide during 

a Dispatch Interval in response to Energy Dispatch Targets and Contingency Reserve 

Deployment Instructions using a resource's applicable ramp rate. 

Instructed Regulating Mileage:  The movement during a Dispatch Interval, in MW, that a 

resource is asked to provide in response to Regulation Deployment Instructions. 

Instructed Total Mileage:  The movement, MW, that a resource is asked to provide during a 

Dispatch Interval in response to Setpoint Instructions using the resource's applicable 

ramp rate. 

Integrated Control Center System (ICCS):  Integrated Control Center Systems for the 

Transmission Provider. 

Integrated Transmission Agreement (ITAs):  Agreements regarding cost sharing and 

operational responsibilities between two or more parties involving joint construction and 

integrated ownership and operation of transmission facilities in a Balancing Authority 

Area, where there are several entities owning transmission facilities and only one entity 

has executed the ISO Agreement and transferred operational control of their facilities to 

ER17-284 Tab D Redline Tarrifs

153a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 1.I 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - I 

MODULES 37.0.0, 38.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

the Transmission Provider.  All ITAs shall be treated as GFAs under this Tariff.  

Intellectual Property:  The (i) ideas, designs, concepts, techniques, inventions, discoveries, or 

improvements, regardless of patentability, but including without limitation patents, patent 

applications, mask works, trade secrets, and know-how; (ii) works of authorship, 

regardless of copyright ability, including without limitation copyrights and any moral 

rights recognized by law; and (iii) any other similar rights. 

Interchange:  Energy transfers that cross Balancing Authority Area boundaries. 

Interchange Distribution Calculator (IDC):  The primary security implementation tool used for 

the NERC Transmission Loading Relief Procedures (TLR). 

Interchange Schedule:  An Import Schedule, Export Schedule, or Through Schedule.  

Interchange Schedule Delivery Point:  The location where an Interchange Schedule sinks.  An 

Interchange Schedule Delivery Point can be a Point of Delivery, a Commercial Pricing 

Node, or an FTR Delivery Point. 

Interchange Schedule Receipt Point:  The location where an Interchange Schedule sources.  An 

Interchange Schedule Receipt Point can be a Commercial Pricing Node, a Point of 

Receipt, or an FTR Receipt Point.  

Interconnected Operations and Congestion Management Service:  The service that the 

Transmission Provider shall provide under Part II of Module F of this Tariff. 

Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL):  A System Operating Limit which, if 

exceeded, could lead to instability, uncontrolled separation, or cascading outages that 

adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System.   

Interconnection and Operating Agreement (IOA):  The form of interconnection agreement 
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provided in Attachment R-4 to the Tariff. 

Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP):  Common communication protocols adopted to 

standardize information transfers. 

Interested Government Agencies:  The Commission and the state regulatory commissions. 

Interface:  An external Commercial Pricing Node where an LMP will be calculated to settle 

Market Activities associated with Import Schedules, Export Schedules, or Through 

Schedules.  Interfaces are specified in the Business Practices Manuals. 

Interim Forward Resource Auction:  A Forward Resource Auction conducted by the 

Transmission Provider to determine the FRA ACP and the cleared ZRC Offers for an 

LRZ for a Planning Year during the Interim Period prior to a full implementation of the 

Competitive Retail Solution.  

Interim Period:  The period of time during which alternate FRA participation and execution 

dates apply. 

Intermittent Generation:  A Resource or an External Resource that cannot be committed, de-

committed, scheduled, or controlled to produce anticipated Energy or Ancillary Services. 

Intermittent Resource:  A Resource that is not capable of being committed or decommitted by, 

or following Setpoint Instructions of, the Transmission Provider in the Real-Time Energy 

and Operating Reserve Market. 

Internal Commercially Pseudo-Tied Load: Load within the MISO Balancing Authority Area 

that a Market Participant defines in the Commercial Model as located in a Local 

Balancing Authority Area other than the Local Balancing Authority Area where the Load 

is physically located. 
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Internal Delivery Point:  The Commercial Pricing Node used to determine the Transmission 

Usage Charge obligation of both the buyer and the seller under Financial Schedules.  An 

Internal Delivery Point can be at any Commercial Pricing Node within the MISO 

Balancing Authority Area and can be the same as the Source Point or the Sink Point 

specified on the Financial Schedule.  

Internal FTRs:  FTRs nominated from Network Resources that are internal to either the Local 

Balancing Authority Area or the state where the nominating entity is located, or both. 

Interregional Coordination Process:  The coordination process set forth in the Joint Operating 

Agreement between the Transmission Provider and PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 

Interregional Security Network (ISN):  Common communication protocols adopted to 

standardize information transfers. 

Interruptible Demand:  The magnitude of customer demand that, in accordance with contractual 

arrangements can be interrupted by direct control of the Local Balancing Authority or by 

action of the customer at the direct request of the Local Balancing Authority.  This 

demand reduction may be effected by the direct action of the Local Balancing Authority 

after notice to the customer in accordance with contractual provisions.  Where an RE’s 

agreements do not restrict its reserve-sharing pool to only the Local Balancing Authority, 

utilities acting as a Market Participant may become a member of the reserve-sharing pool.  

These utilities have the right to participate in the reserve-sharing pool, the right to call on 

operating reserves, and are obligated to supply reserves when called upon by other 

entities.  A utility meeting the above conditions, and which has interruptible contracts 

with its retail customers, may control its interruptible demand without direction from the 

ER17-284 Tab D Redline Tarrifs

156a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 1.I 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - I 

MODULES 37.0.0, 38.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Local Balancing Authority.  

Interruptible Load:  The magnitude of customer load that, in accordance with contractual 

arrangements, can be interrupted by direct control of the Local Balancing Authority or by 

action of the of the customer at the direct request of the Local Balancing Authority.  

Where an RE’s agreements do not restrict its reserve-sharing pool to only the Local 

Balancing Authority, utilities acting as Market Participants may become members of the 

reserve-sharing pool.  These utilities have the right to participate in the reserve-sharing 

pool, the right to call on operating reserves, and are obligated to supply reserves when 

called upon by other entities.  A utility meeting the above conditions, and which has 

interruptible contracts with its retail customers, may control its Interruptible Load without 

direction from the Local Balancing Authority. 

Interruption:  A reduction in Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service due to economic 

reasons pursuant to Module B, Section 14.7, or Section 27A of this Tariff. 

Irrevocable Letter of Credit:  A Letter of Credit naming Transmission Provider as beneficiary.  

IRS:  The Internal Revenue Service. 

ISO:  The Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., also referred to herein as “MISO” 

or the “Transmission Provider.” 

ISO Agreement:  The Agreement of Transmission Facilities Owners To Organize the 

Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., on file with the Commission detailing 

the rights and obligations of the Transmission Provider.   

Issuer Rating:  Rating provided by a Rating Agency, representing the Rating Agency’s opinion 

of an obligor’s capacity to meet its financial obligations.  
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ITC:  An independent transmission company that has executed an Appendix I Agreement with 

the Transmission Provider and the Transmission Owners. 

ITC Grandfathered Agreements(s):  An agreement(s) under which an ITC will perform pursuant 

to its terms and conditions, consistent with the Commission’s policies, rather than under 

the terms of this Tariff or the ITC Rate Schedule.  Such agreements are set forth in 

Attachment P.  For an ITC Participant that is not a public utility under the Federal Power 

Act, the ITC Grandfathered Agreement(s) shall be as defined in an agreement with the 

ITC.  ITC Grandfathered Agreement(s) shall include a service agreement under an ITC 

Participant’s tariff that is superseded by this Tariff only if the service agreement was 

entered into as part of a Commission-approved settlement for a jurisdictional ITC 

Participant or in accordance with an agreement between an ITC and a non jurisdictional 

ITC Participant.   

ITC Participant:  An entity that is participating in an ITC.  

ITC Participant Transfer Agreement:  The agreement between an ITC Participant and the ITC 

pursuant to which the ITC Participant has transferred ownership or functional 

responsibility of its transmission facilities to the ITC.  

ITC Rate Schedule:  All schedules of rates, terms and conditions for ITC Service under this 

Tariff. 

ITC Service:  Services provided by an ITC under this Tariff.  

ITC System:  The portion of the Transmission System owned, controlled, or operated by an ITC 

and that is part of the Transmission Provider Transmission System as defined herein. 
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Letter of Credit:  A Credit Support Document taking the form found in Exhibit II of Attachment 

L to this Tariff.  

Line Outage Distribution Factor (LODF):  The percent of flow on line A, which is transferred 

to line B for the loss of line A. 

Load:  A term that refers to either an end-user of Energy, net of system losses, or the amount of 

Energy (MWh) consumed by such end-user within the Transmission Provider Region. 

Load Forecast:  An estimate of the amount of Energy (MWh) or Capacity (MW) to be 

consumed within the Transmission Provider’s Region, prepared by the Transmission 

Provider based upon input from Local Balancing Authorities and Load Serving Entities, 

and used in the Transmission Provider’s scheduling and dispatch decisions to ensure 

reliable operation of the MISO Balancing Authority.  

Load Modifying Resource:  A Demand Resource or Behind the Meter Generation Resource.  

Load Modifying Resource Market Participant (LMR MP):  A Market Participant that has the 

rights to control the energy demand or the energy production from a Load Modifying 

Resource. 

Load Ratio Share:  Ratio of a Transmission Customer’s Network Load in a Zone to the total 

Load in that pricing Zone computed in accordance with Module B, Section 34.2 of this 

Tariff. 

Load Serving Entity (LSE):  Any entity that has undertaken an obligation to serve Load for end-

use customers by statute, franchise, regulatory requirement or contract for Load located 

within or attached to the Transmission System, including but not limited to purchase-

selling entities and retail power marketers with the obligation to serve Load.  Where a 
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distribution cooperative or a municipal distribution system otherwise covered by the prior 

sentence is a wholesale customer of a generation and transmission cooperative or a 

municipal Joint Action Agency, the generation and transmission cooperative, a state or 

federal agency or municipal Joint Action Agency may act as the Load Serving Entity for 

such distribution cooperative or municipal distribution system.  Where retail Load 

switching occurs in a state, the entity with the obligation to serve Load is the LSE 

Load Shedding:  The systematic reduction of system demand by temporarily decreasing Load in 

response to Transmission System or area Capacity shortages, system instability, or 

voltage control considerations under Module B, of this Tariff.  

Load Zone:  A Zone determined by Market Participants representing an aggregate area of 

consumption for a single Load Serving Entity within the MISO Balancing Authority Area 

and used for the purposes of scheduling, reporting Actual Energy Withdrawal volumes, 

and settling Energy transactions at aggregated Load levels, approved and maintained by 

the Transmission Provider to facilitate transactions. 

Local Balancing Authority (LBA):  An operational entity or a Joint Registration Organization 

which is (i) responsible for compliance to NERC for the subset of NERC Balancing 

Authority Reliability Standards defined in the Balancing Authority Agreement for their 

local area within the MISO Balancing Authority Area, (ii) a Party to Balancing Authority 

Agreement, excluding MISO, and (iii) shown in Appendix A to the Balancing Authority 

Agreement.  

Local Balancing Authority Area:  Shall have the meaning set forth in the Balancing Authority 

Agreement. 
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Local Clearing Requirement (LCR):  The minimum amount of Unforced Capacity that is 

physically located within an LRZ that is required to meet the LOLE while fully using the 

Capacity Import Limit for such LRZ associated with the applicable PRA or FRA. 

Local Clearing Requirement Charge: A charge that is assessed to Load Serving Entities 

whenever an LRZ’s Auction Clearing Price is increased due to its LCR being greater than 

the sum of individual PRMR of the LSEs. 

Local Reliability Requirement (LRR):  The minimum amount of Unforced Capacity that must 

be physically located in an LRZ to meet the LOLE, without considering transmission ties 

to systems outside of the LRZ associated with the applicable PRA or FRA.  

Local Resource Zone (LRZ):  A geographic area within the Transmission Provider Region that 

is prescribed by the Transmission Provider, based upon the criteria in Section 68A.3, to 

address congestion that limits Planning Resource deliverability. 

Local Resource Zone Peak Demand:  The Demand in MWs, for an LSE and/or EDC, in a Local 

Resource Zone that occurs coincident to the annual peak Demand in the Local Resource 

Zone, where all Demand has been augmented to include any known reductions in 

Demand related to LMRs and/or Energy Efficiency Resources. 

Locational Marginal Price (LMP):  A price for Energy at a given Commercial Pricing Node in 

the Transmission Provider Region which is the marginal cost of serving demand at the 

Commercial Pricing Node while meeting Zonal and Market-Wide Operating Reserve 

Requirements, Up Ramp Capability requirements, and Down Ramp Capability 

requirements.  Such price may be either Ex Ante or Ex Post.  

Long-Term Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service:  Firm Point To Point Transmission 
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Service under Module B of this Tariff with a term of one (1) year or more. 

Long Term Transmission Rights (LTTR):  ARRs allocated in Stage 1A of the Annual ARR 

Allocation process.  LTTRs carry annual rollover rights lasting ten (10) years or more. 

Look Ahead Commitment (LAC):  A process performed during the Real-Time Energy and 

Operating Reserve Market that develops Resource commitment and decommitment 

options that may be used by the Transmission Provider to ensure sufficient Resources 

will be available to meet Load Forecast, Operating Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, Down 

Ramp Capability, and other demand requirements for the near term intra-hour intervals. 

Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE):  The sum of the loss of Load probability for the integrated 

daily peak Hour for each Day of the year. The requirement is set such that the loss of 

Load is no greater than 0.1 day in one (1) year.  

Loss Pools:  A single Local Balancing Authority Area or an aggregation of Local Balancing 

Authority Areas, including those Local Balancing Authority Areas operated by 

Coordinating Owners consistent with the terms and provisions of the Coordinating 

Owners agreement, designated by the Transmission Provider for the purposes of 

calculating and distributing Day Ahead and Real Time Hourly Marginal Losses Revenue 

Surplus. 

Lost Opportunity Cost:  The LMP revenues that were not realized relative to a theoretical future 

operating point. 
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Manual Redispatch:  The Transmission Provider’s issuance of Dispatch Targets created other 

than through the automated SCED computer software. 

Marginal Congestion Component (MCC):  A component of LMP which is the transmission or 

Sub-Regional Power Balance congestion charge reflecting the cost of dispatching 

Resources available to the Transmission Provider such that transmission or Sub-Regional 

Power Balance constraints are respected, as measured between the location and the 

Reference Bus. 

Marginal Losses:  The Transmission System marginal system losses that arise from changes in 

demand at the Commercial Pricing Node, which are served by changes in generation at 

the Reference Bus.  

Marginal Losses Component (MLC):  The component of the LMP at each Commercial Node 

accounting for the cost of Marginal Losses, as measured between the Commercial Pricing 

Node and the Reference Bus. 

Marginal Losses Surplus:  The sum of the Day Ahead Hourly Marginal Losses Surplus and the 

Real Time Hourly Marginal Losses Surplus minus any Inadvertent Energy. 

Marginal Losses Surplus Share:  The pro rata allocation of each Local Balancing Authority in 

the Marginal Losses Surplus, allocated per the cost of supplying losses to Load scheduled 

by Market Participants within the Local Balancing Authority Area, excluding any Load 

scheduled by GFA Responsible Entities.  

Market Activities:  Transactions and actions taken by Market Participants in the Energy and 

Operating Reserve Markets, such as purchases and/or sale of Energy and Operating 

Reserve.  Market Activities include holding, selling and/or purchasing FTRs, Bids, 
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Offers, as well as Interchange Schedules.  Additionally, Market Activities include 

services and goods furnished under RAR.  

Market Clearing Price (MCP):  A price for Regulating Reserves, Spinning Reserves, and 

Supplemental Reserves, Up Ramp Capability, and Down Ramp Capibility which is the 

marginal cost of meeting the particular product requirements while meeting locational 

Energy requirements.  Such price may be either Ex Ante or Ex Post.  

Market Clearing Price Zonal Terms:  The following subset of terms used in the Market 

Clearing Price calculation under Module C.  All such constraints noted herein are as set 

forth in Schedule 29 and Schedule 29A.  For Operating Reserves:  the Shadow Prices of 

Reserve Zone Operating Reserve constraints, Reserve Zone Regulating and Spinning 

Reserve constraints, and Reserve Zone Regulating Reserve constraints, and beginning 

November 1, 2011, additional marginal cost for managing congestion in order to supply 

incremental regulating Reserve, Spinning Reserve, or Supplemental Reserve from the 

Reference Bus to the Reserve Zone  For Up Ramp Capability:  the Shadow Price of the 

Ramp Procurement Minimum Reserve Zone Up Ramp Capability Requirement 

Constraint.  For Down Ramp Capability:  the Shadow Price of the Ramp Procurement 

Minimum Reserve Zone Down Ramp Capability Requirement Constraint. 

Market Efficiency Projects:  Network Upgrades proposed by the Transmission Provider, 

Transmission Owner(s), ITC(s), Market Participant(s), or regulatory authorities as 

providing market efficiency benefits to one or more Market Participant(s), but not 

determined by the Transmission Provider to be Multi Value Projects and provide 

sufficient market efficiency benefits as determined by the Transmission Provider to 
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justify inclusion into the MTEP. 

Market Hardware:  The cost of hardware associated with supporting the market-based 

congestion management systems and processes of the Transmission Provider. 

Market Implementation Errors:  Flaws in the design or implementation of software resulting in 

changes in Ex Post LMPs or other prices cleared through the Energy and Operating 

Reserve Market and the corresponding changes in Settlements not accurately reflecting 

the application of the Market Rules. 

Market Load Ratio Share:  The factor calculated as the Actual Energy Withdrawals plus Export 

Schedules of a Market Participant at all Commercial Pricing Nodes, other than Export 

Schedules for External Asynchronous Resources, divided by the sum of all the Actual 

Energy Withdrawals plus Export Schedules at all Commercial Pricing Nodes, other than 

Export Schedules for External Asynchronous Resources, in the Transmission Provider 

Region. 

Market Monitoring Liaison Officer:  The Transmission Provider officer responsible for 

coordinating with the IMM in carrying out the market monitoring functions. 

Market Participant:  An entity that (i) has successfully completed the registration process with 

the Transmission Provider and is qualified by the Transmission Provider as a Market 

Participant, (ii) is financially responsible to the Transmission Provider for all of its 

Market Activities and obligations, and (iii) has demonstrated the capability to participate 

in its relevant Market Activities. 

Market Participant Agreement:  The agreement executed by Market Participants confirming 

compliance with the requirements of Module C, as provided in the form of Attachment W 
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of this Tariff. 

Market Participant Applicant:  An entity that has submitted a Market Participant Application to 

the Transmission Provider. 

Market Participant Application:  An application requesting qualification to engage in Market 

Activities as a Market Participant pursuant to the provisions of this Tariff.   

Market Participant Funded Project (MPFP):  Network Upgrades fully funded by one or more 

Market Participants but owned and operated by incumbent Transmission Owners. 

Market Portal:  The Internet based computer application or website used by Market Participants, 

the Transmission Provider and other interested entities, to post information related to the 

operation of the Day-Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market, Real-Time Energy 

and Operating Reserve Market and FTRs. 

Market Rules:  The rules and procedures for operation of the Energy and Operating Reserve 

Market, including but not limited to calculation of LMPs and MCPs, in accordance with 

the Transmission Provider’s Open Access Transmission, Energy and Operating Reserve 

Markets Tariff.  

Market Software:  The software associated with supporting the market-based congestion 

management systems and processes of the Transmission Provider. 

Market-Wide Down Ramp Capability:  Down Ramp Capability that is available on a 

Transmission Provider Region-wide basis. 

Market-Wide Down Ramp Capability Demand Curve:  A series of quantity/price points as 

defined in Schedule 28 that is utilized to calculate the Shadow Price of the Down Ramp 

Capability requirement constraint when there is a shortage of Down Ramp Capability 
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cleared on a Transmission Provider Region-wide basis. 

Market-Wide Down Ramp Capability Requirements:  The amount of Down Ramp Capability 

the Transmission Provider is required to procure on a Transmission Provider Region-

wide as defined in Module C. 

Market-Wide Contingency Reserve Requirement:  The amount of Contingency Reserve the 

Transmission Provider is required to procure on a Transmission Provider Region wide 

basis in accordance with Applicable Reliability Standards. 

Market-Wide Operating Reserve:  Operating Reserve that is available on a Transmission 

Provider Region-wide basis. 

Market-Wide Non-Demand Response Resource-Type I Operating Resource-Type 1 Operating 

Reserve Constraint:  A constraint that limits the amount of Operating Reserve supplied 

by Demand Response Resources – Type I to a level that does not violate Applicable 

Reliability Standards. 

Market-Wide Operating Reserve Demand Curve:  A series of quantity/price points as defined in 

Schedule 28 that is used to calculate the Shadow Price of a particular Operating Reserve 

requirement constraint when there is a shortage of Operating Reserve cleared on a 

Transmission Provider Region-wide basis. 

Market-Wide Operating Reserve Requirement:  The sum of the Market-Wide Contingency 

Reserve Requirement and Market-Wide Regulating Reserve Requirement. 

Market-Wide Regulating and Spinning Reserve Demand Curve:  A series of quantity/price 

points as defined in Schedule 28 that is utilized to calculate the Market-Wide Regulating 

and Spinning Reserve constraint Shadow Price when there is a shortage of the Market- 
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Wide Regulating and Spinning Reserve cleared on a Transmission Provider Region-wide 

basis. 

Market-Wide Regulating and Spinning Reserve Requirement:  The amount of Market- Wide 

Regulating and Spinning Reserve the Transmission Provider is required to procure on a 

Transmission Provider Region-wide basis in accordance with Applicable Reliability 

Standards. 

Market-Wide Regulating Mileage Deployment Ratio:  The ratio of the Regulating Mileage 

Target and the Regulating Reserve Dispatch Target.  This ratio will be calculated and 

updated pursuant to Section 40.3.3.3. 

Market-Wide Regulating Reserve:  Regulating Reserve that is available on a Transmission 

Provider Region-wide basis. 

Market-Wide Regulating Reserve Demand Curve:  A series of quantity/price points as defined 

in Schedule 28 that is utilized to calculate the Shadow Price of the Regulating Reserve 

requirement constraint when there is a shortage of Regulating Reserve cleared on a 

Transmission Provider Region-wide basis. 

Market-Wide Regulating Reserve Requirements:  The amount of Regulating Reserve the 

Transmission Provider is required to procure on a Transmission Provider Region-wide 

basis in accordance with Applicable Reliability Standards. 

Market-Wide Spinning Reserve:  Spinning Reserve that is available on a Transmission Provider 

Region-wide basis. 

Market-Wide Supplemental Reserve:  Supplemental Reserve that is available on a Transmission 

Provider Region-wide basis. 
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Market-Wide Up Ramp Capability:  Up Ramp Capability that is available on a Transmission 

Provider Region-wide basis. 

Market-Wide Up Ramp Capability Demand Curve: A series of quantity/price points as defined 

in Schedule 28 that is utilized to calculate the Shadow Price of the Up Ramp Capability 

requirement constraint when there is a shortage of Up Ramp Capability cleared on a 

Transmission Provider Region-wide basis. 

Market-Wide Up Ramp Capability Requirements: The amount of Up Ramp Capability the 

Transmission Provider is required to procure on a Transmission Provider Region-wide as 

defined in Module C. 

Markets and Services:  The markets that are operated, or the Tariff services provided by the 

Transmission Provider, including but not limited to, the Energy and Operating Reserve 

Markets, Market Activities, any market for the purchase or sale of transmission rights, 

Coordination Service and any other market administered, coordinated or facilitated by the 

Transmission Provider.  This shall include any additional services that may be offered by 

the Transmission Provider that would have the effect of facilitating or improving 

competitive conditions in the region.  

Material:  An amount that is the lesser of:  (i) the materiality standard established by the 

accounting firm performing the respective entity’s annual audit; (ii) an amount that 

equals or exceeds five percent (5%) of the entity’s tangible net worth for the preceding 

financial year, calculated in accordance with generally acceptable accounting principles; 

and (iii) a change, event, proceeding, occurrence that results (or if adversely determined 

could result) in a change of five percent (5%) or more in the entity’s tangible net worth 
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compared to the tangible net worth of the entity for the preceding fiscal year, calculated 

in accordance with generally acceptable accounting principles.  

Material Change:  Any Material Change in the financial condition of the respective entity or any 

change, event or occurrence which, individually or in the aggregate could have a Material 

adverse effect on any current or future financial result or financial condition of the entity 

and includes, without limitation, the items listed in Section I.B.3, Material Changes of 

Attachment L of this Tariff.  

Materiality Threshold:  A threshold quantity of demand that LRZs with Competitive Retail 

Choice will be measured against to determine whether the Competitive Retail Solution 

applies to such demand.   

Maximum Daily Energy:  Maximum amount of Energy, in MWh, that a Generation Resource, 

Demand Response Resource – Type II or Demand Response – Type I may supply over a 

Day. 

Maximum Daily Regulation Down Deployment:  The maximum amount of net Regulating 

Reserve Deployment, expressed in MWh, that may be supplied in the down direction by a 

Demand Response Resource – Type II during the Operating Day in Real-Time Energy 

and Operating Reserves Market. 

Maximum Daily Regulation Up Deployment:  The maximum amount of net Regulating Reserve 

Deployment, expressed in MWh, that may be supplied in the up direction by a Demand 

Response Resource – Type II during the Operating Day in Real-Time Energy and 

Operating Reserves Market.  

Maximum Generation Emergency:  An Emergency declared by the Transmission Provider in 
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which the Transmission Provider anticipates requesting one (1) or more Generation 

Resources to operate at its maximum net or gross electrical output, subject to the 

equipment stress limits for such Generation Resource and any environmental restrictions, 

in order to manage, alleviate or end the Emergency. 

Maximum Interruption Duration:  The maximum length of time a Demand Response Resource-

Type I can be expected to reduce Load following an instruction from the Transmission 

Provider. 

Maximum Interruption Limit:  The maximum number of times within a Day that a Demand 

Response Resource – Type I can reduce Load following an instruction from the 

Transmission Provider. 

Maximum Off-line Response Limit:  The maximum amount of Supplemental Reserve that can 

be provided by a Generation Resource from a cold, off-line state or that can be provided 

by a Demand Response Resource-Type II within the Contingency Reserve Deployment 

Period. 

Maximum Regulation Capability:  A Resource’s Maximum Regulation Capability for the 

purposes of calculating the minimum Regulating Reserve requirement within a Reserve 

Zone, as specified under Section 39.2.1A.e.iii of this Tariff, is equal to that Resource’s 

Hourly Bi Directional Ramp Rate multiplied by the Regulation Response Time. 

Maximum Run Time:  Maximum length of time that a Resource can be expected to operate 

under normal operating conditions. 

Maximum Shut Down Limit:  Maximum number of times a Resource is able to shut down 

within a twenty four (24) hour period. 
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Maximum Start Up Limit:  The maximum number of times a Generation Resource or Demand 

Response Resource – Type II can engage in a start up within a twenty four (24) hour 

period.  

Megavars (MVAR):  A unit of measure of reactive power support. 

Measurement and Verification:  Procedures for the estimation of load reductions through the 

use of Load Modifying Resources, EDR resources, Demand Response Resources –Type I 

or Demand Response Resources –Type II.  The Transmission Provider shall provide in 

the Tariff, including Attachment TT, the details of the approved measurement and 

verification methodologies that can be used for measuring the response of the Demand 

Response Resources, LMRs and EDR resources.  Such methodologies may include and 

will be consistent, but not be limited to, the applicable North American Energy Standards 

Board Measurement and Verification standards and other applicable standards. 

Member:  A signatory member of the ISO Agreement, including an ITC consistent with the 

terms of the Appendix I Agreement entered into between the Transmission Provider and 

the ITC. 

Meter Data Management Agent (MDMA):  An entity designated by the Market Participant that 

provides meter data, representing the Actual Energy Injections or Actual Energy 

Withdrawals at each Commercial Pricing Node for which it is designated, to the 

Transmission Provider on a Market Participant’s behalf.  

Metered:  Refers to electrical quantities (MW or MWh) that represent the usage or production of 

Energy by Loads or Resources determined with facilities compliant with Transmission 

Provider metering guidelines. 
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MISO Balancing Authority:  The Transmission Provider in its role as the operator of the MISO 

Balancing Authority Area. 

MISO Balancing Authority Area:  The electric power system bounded by interconnection 

metering and telemetering to which a common generation control scheme is applied in 

order to:  (i) match the power output of the Generation Resources within the 

Transmission Provider Region and Energy delivered from or to entities outside the 

Transmission Provider Region, with the demand (including losses) within the 

Transmission Provider Region, including demand that has been Pseudo-tied through a 

Local Balancing Authority and excluding demand that has been Pseudo-tied into an 

external Balancing Authority Area; (ii) maintain scheduled Interchange with other 

Balancing Authority Areas, consistent with Good Utility Practice; (iii) assist in the 

maintaining of the frequency of the Eastern Interconnection, consistent with Good Utility 

Practice and Applicable Reliability Standards. 

MISO Balancing Authority Load:  The sum of all Actual Energy Withdrawals at all 

Commercial Pricing Nodes within the MISO Balancing Authority Area, including Actual 

Energy Withdrawals associated with Load Pseudo-tied into the MISO Balancing 

Authority Area through an LBA and excluding Actual Energy Withdrawals associated 

with Load Pseudo-tied out of the MISO Balancing Authority Area.  

MISO Regional Expansion Criteria and Benefits (RECB):  The Transmission Provider’s 

framework for defining the criteria to be used to justify inclusion of transmission 

expansion proposals in the MISO Transmission Expansion Plan (MTEP), and for 

developing a mechanism to allocate the costs of these expansions. 
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MISO Transmission Expansion Plan (MTEP):  A long range plan used to identify expansions 

or enhancements to the Transmission System to:  i) support efficiency in bulk power 

markets; ii) facilitate compliance with documented federal and state energy laws, 

regulatory mandates, and regulatory obligations; and iii) maintain reliability.  The MTEP 

is developed biennially or more frequently, and subject to review and approval by the 

Transmission Provider Board.  The MTEP shall address Transmission Issues including, 

but not necessarily limited to: i) Transmission Issues identified from Facilities Studies; ii) 

Transmission Issues associated with Generator Interconnection Projects; iii) 

Transmission Issues identified by the Transmission Owners; iv) Transmission Issues 

identified by the Transmission Provider working in collaboration with Transmission 

Owners, their state and local regulatory commissions and other stakeholders; and v) the 

transmission planning obligations of a Transmission Owner and/or the Transmission 

Provider, imposed by federal or state law(s), regulations, or regulatory authorities.  The 

MTEP shall also consider the planning needs and drivers of adjacent regional 

transmission organizations (“RTOs”) and other transmission planning regions to develop 

long-term inter-regional plans for the benefit of the combined regions, as and to the 

extent provided for in joint agreements between the Transmission Provider and other 

RTOs, and/or in their respective tariffs.   

Minimum Acceptance Ratio:  The minimum acceptable ratio, as expressed by a Market 

Participant in a replacement request, of the megawatt quantity of replacement ARR 

Entitlements to the megawatt quantity of existing ARR Entitlements being replaced. 

Minimum Bid Price:  A price per MW specified in Section IV.C of Attachment L used to 
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compute FTR Auction Credit Exposure. 

Minimum Bid Requirement:  A value that is calculated by multiplying the Minimum Bid Price 

times the MW values specified in the formula in Attachment L Section IV.B.   

Minimum Down Time:  The minimum length of time required for a Generation Resource or 

Demand Response Resource Type II to begin operations following shut down. 

Minimum Interruption Duration:  The minimum length of time a Demand Response Resource-

Type I must be interrupted, from the time the Resource reduces demand to the time the 

Demand Response Resource Type I can restore demand. 

Minimum Non-Interruption Interval:  The minimum length of time between two consecutive 

instructions to reduce demand during which a Demand Response Resource-Type I cannot 

be interrupted 

Minimum Run Time:  The minimum length of time a Generation Resource or Demand 

Response Resource Type II must run, from the time the Resource is put online to the time 

the Resource is shut down. 

Mitigation Measures:  Procedures designed to mitigate abuses of market power or manipulation 

as defined in Module D of this Tariff. 

Module E Capacity Tracking Tool (MECT):  The electronic tool used by the Transmission 

Provider and Market Participants to track and analyze compliance with RAR obligations, 

including, but not limited to:  Forecast LSE Requirements; the transfer and designation of 

ZRCs; and other RAR attributes and information. 

Month:  One (1) calendar month, except in the case of the calendar month containing the 

Operating Day on which the Transmission Provider begins to operate the Energy and 
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Operating Reserve Markets, in which case a Month shall be the period of time from the 

first Day that the Transmission Provider operates the Energy and Operating Reserve 

Markets through the last Day of that following calendar month.  If the Transmission 

Provider starts operation of the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets on the first day of 

a calendar month, Month is defined as one (1) calendar month.  

Monthly Bidding Period:  A period of time during a calendar month when the Transmission 

Provider will accept Bids/Offers to buy/sell FTRs in the Transmission Provider’s next 

monthly auction.  

Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawal:  For a Commercial Pricing Node a calculated volume 

in MWh that flows out of the Transmission System during the Operating Month at a 

specified location that is equal to the net positive sum of (1) the hourly time-weighted 

average of the Metered volume of the Commercial Pricing Node and (2) the hourly time-

weighted Actual Energy Injections for Demand Response Resources and EDR resources 

associated to a Load Zone.  The Commercial Pricing Node Metered volume in MWh that 

flows out of the Transmission System during the Operating Month, used for the 

calculation of the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawal, is submitted to the 

Transmission Provider by a Market Participant or a Market Participant’s Meter Data 

Management Agent for each Hour of the Operating Month that is used for Settlement 

purposes. 

Monthly Zonal Transmission Load:  The monthly zonal Transmission System peak in the 

pricing zone minus the coincident peak usage of all Firm Point To Point Transmission 

Service customers pursuant to Module B of this Tariff plus the Reserved Capacity of all 
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Firm Point To Point Transmission Service customers in the pricing zone. 

Multi-Value Project (MVP):  One or more Network Upgrades that address a common set of 

Transmission Issues and satisfy the conditions listed in Sections II.C.1, II.C.2, and II.C.3 

of Attachment FF. 

MVP ARR:  A form of ARR held and administered by the Transmission Provider under Section 

47 of this Tariff, based on the incremental transmission capacity created by MVPs. 

MVP ARR Entitlements:  Rights held by the Transmission Provider to nominate and receive 

MVP ARRs on the basis of MVP upgrades. 

Must-Run Commitment:  A Market Participant - designated commitment of a Generation 

Resource or Demand Response Resource Type II, indicating that such Resource shall be 

committed regardless of costs. 

MW:  Megawatt or megawatts submitted or measured in tenths of a MW. 

MWh:  Megawatt hour or megawatt hours submitted or measured in tenths of a MWh. 
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Narrow Constrained Area:  An electrical area that has been identified by the IMM that is 

defined by one or more Binding Transmission Constraints or Binding Reserve Zone 

Constraints that are expected to be binding for at least five hundred (500) hours during a 

given year and within which one or more suppliers are pivotal. 

Native Load Customers:  The wholesale and retail power customers of Load Serving Entities on 

whose behalf the Transmission Owner(s) and ITC Participant(s), by statute, franchise, 

regulatory requirement, or contract, has (have) undertaken an obligation to construct and 

operate the Transmission Owner(s’) and ITC Participant(s’) system(s) to meet the reliable 

electric needs of such customers. 

NERCNet:  The NERC frame relay network.  

NERC Registered Balancing Authority:  A Balancing Authority that has registered pursuant to 

the NERC Organization, Registration and Certification Procedures, as required under the 

Balancing Authority’s delegation agreement with NERC.  

NERC Registered Transmission Operator:  A Transmission Operator that has registered 

pursuant to the NERC Organization, Registration and Certification Procedures, as 

required under the Balancing Authority’s delegation agreement with NERC.  

NERC Registered Transmission Provider:  A transmission provider that has registered pursuant 

to the NERC Organization, Registration and Certification Procedures, as required under 

the Balancing Authority’s delegation agreement with NERC.   

NERC Reliability Coordinator Standards of Conduct:  The NERC agreement that requires 

Reliability Coordinators to provide an explanation of how they are complying with the 

independence requirement and otherwise implementing the standards of conduct 
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approved by the Board of Trustees.  

NERC System Data Exchange (SDX):  A NERC support service provided for the benefit of 

Reliability Coordinators and other system operators that facilitates the exchange of data 

among Reliability Coordinators. 

Net Cost of New Entry (Net CONE):  Is the gross value of Cost of New Entry less the expected 

infra-marginal rents from Energy and Operating Reserve Markets.  Expected infra-

marginal rents are equal to the expected value of market revenues minus production 

costs. 

North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC):  The Electric Reliability 

Organization, or its successor organization, responsible for the oversight of Regional 

Entities established to ensure the reliability and stability of the regions. 

North American Electric Standards Board (NAESB):  The North American Electric Standards 

Board, or its successor. 

Net Actual Interchange:  Algebraic sum of all metered Interchange over all metered 

interconnections between two physically adjacent Balancing Authority Areas. 

Net Benefits Price Threshold (NBPT):  A value expressed in $/MWh corresponding to the point 

along the Net Benefits Supply Curve where elasticity is less than or equal to one for all 

greater quantities beyond which the benefits from the reduced LMP resulting from 

dispatching of DRR exceeds the payments made to the Demand Response Resources. 

Net Benefits Supply Curve:  A mathematical representation of the supply curve derived from 

prior year Real Time Offers of available Resources, excluding DRR, and other variables 

that will be updated monthly by the Transmission Provider as new data becomes 

ER17-284 Tab D Redline Tarrifs

179a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 1.N 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - N 

MODULES 35.0.0, 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

available. 

Net Output:  Net Output of a Facility during any Month means:  i) with respect to the On-Site 

Self Supply of Station Power, the gross Energy output from the Facility less Station 

Power requirements for such Facility during that Month; or ii) with respect to the Remote 

Self Supply of Station Power, the aggregate of the gross Energy output from the Facility 

requiring Station Power service plus the Energy scheduled for Remote Self Supply to 

such Facility, less the Station Power requirements of such Facility during that Month.  

For the purposes of Schedule 20, any Energy that falls under the definition of Station 

Power must be netted against Energy produced during the Month. 

Net Scheduled Interchange (NSI):  The algebraic sum of all Interchange Schedules across a 

given path or between Balancing Authorities for a given period or instant in time. 

Network Customer:  An entity receiving Transmission Service pursuant to the terms of the 

Transmission Provider’s Network Integration Transmission Service under Module B of 

this Tariff.  

Network Integration Transmission Service:  The Transmission Service provided under Module 

B of this Tariff. 

Network Load:  The Load that a Network Customer designates for Network Integration 

Transmission Service under Module B of this Tariff.  The Network Customer’s Network 

Load includes all Load served by the output of any Network Resources designated by the 

Network Customer.  A Network Customer may elect to designate less than its total Load 

as Network Load but may not designate only part of the Load at a discrete Point of 

Delivery.  Where an Eligible Customer has elected not to designate a particular Load at 
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discrete Points of Delivery as Network Load, the Eligible Customer is responsible for 

making separate arrangements under Module B of this Tariff for any Point To Point 

Transmission Service that may be necessary for such non-designated Load.  Network 

Loads under Schedule 9 – Michigan of this Tariff for the Transmission System 

(Michigan) must be directly interconnected with the Transmission System (Michigan) or 

through the Distribution Facilities in the Transmission System (Michigan). 

Network Model:  A representation of the Eastern Interconnection which contains generation, 

transmission, and Load elements. 

Network Operating Agreement:  An executed agreement that contains the terms and conditions 

under which the Network Customer shall operate its facilities and the technical and 

operational matters associated with the implementation of Network Integration 

Transmission Service under Module B of this Tariff.  

Network Operating Committee:  A group made up of representatives from the Network 

Customer(s), the Transmission Provider, and the affected Transmission Owner(s) 

established to coordinate operating criteria and other technical considerations required for 

implementation of Network Integration Transmission Service under Module B of this 

Tariff.   

Network Resource:  Any designated Generation Resource, External Resource or portion thereof, 

that is owned or leased by a Network Customer, or whose output is under contract to a 

Network Customer, and that is designated under the Network Integration Transmission 

Service provisions of Module B in this Tariff.  Network Resources do not include any 

Resource, or any portion thereof, that is committed for sale to third parties or otherwise 
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cannot be called upon to meet the Network Customer’s Network Load on a non-

interruptible basis, except for purposes of fulfilling obligations under a reserve sharing 

program. 

Network Resource Interconnection Service (NR Interconnection Service):  shall mean an 

Interconnection Service that allows Interconnection Customer to integrate its Generating 

Facility with the Transmission System in the same manner as for any Generating Facility 

being designated as a Network Resource. Network Resource Interconnection Service 

does not convey transmission service. Network Resource Interconnection Service shall 

include any network resource interconnection service established under an agreement 

with, or the tariff of, a Transmission Owner prior to integration into MISO, that is 

determined to be deliverable through the integration deliverability study process.  

Network Upgrades:  All or a portion of the modifications or additions to transmission related 

facilities that are integrated with and support the Transmission Provider’s overall 

Transmission System for the general benefit of all Users of such Transmission System.  

New LSE:  A Load Serving Entity for new Load, within the Transmission Provider’s Balancing 

Authority Area, that is served from Transmission Facilities under the functional control 

of the Transmission Provider as a result of a Transmission Owner transferring functional 

control of its transmission facilities to the Transmission Provider through execution of the 

Transmission Owners Agreement, irrespective of whether such LSE is a new or an 

existing Member.  An LSE that serves Load not already subject to RAR, shall be referred 

to as a “New LSE.” 
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New Transmission Access Projects:  Network Upgrades identified in Facilities Studies and 

agreements pursuant to requests for transmission delivery service or transmission 

interconnection service under this Tariff.  This includes projects needed to maintain 

reliability while accommodating the incremental needs associated with requests for new 

transmission or interconnection service, as determined in Facilities Studies associated 

with such requests.  These projects are either Generation Interconnection Projects or 

Transmission Delivery Service Projects.   

Next-Hour Transmission Service:  Point To Point Transmission Service that (i) is reserved for 

one (1) Hour and (ii) is requested within sixty (60) minutes before the start of the 

schedule.  

Node:  A physical location represented in the Network Model. 

No Load Offer:  The compensation request in a Generation Offer or Demand Response Resource 

Type II Offer, in dollars, by a Market Participant representing the fees requested by the 

Market Participant for operating a Generation Resource or Demand Response Resource 

Type II at zero (0) MW.  

Non-Binding Settlement Zone:  The combination of all Reserve Zones that are not Binding 

Reserve Zones associated with Regulating Reserve, Spinning Reserve or Supplemental 

Reserve, as applicable, that are used for the purposes of allocating Operating Reserve 

costs in accordance with Schedules 3, 5 and 6, respectively. 

Non-Disclosure Agreement:  An agreement established between the Transmission Provider and 

affected parties governing the disclosure of Confidential Information; provided, however, 

that in the case of such an agreement between an Authorized Requestor and the 
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Transmission Provider pursuant to Section 38.9.4 of the Tariff, the applicable form is 

appended to the Tariff as Attachment EE, wherein the Authorized Requestor is given 

access to otherwise restricted Confidential Information. 

Non-Excessive Energy:  Energy injected or withdrawn by a Resource at a Commercial Pricing 

Node in an Hour in the Real-Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market that is less than 

or equal to that Resource’s Excessive Energy Threshold. 

Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service:  Point To Point Transmission Service under 

this Tariff that is reserved and scheduled on an as-available basis and is subject to 

Curtailment or Interruption as set forth in Section 14.7 of this Tariff.  Non-Firm Point To 

Point Transmission Service is available on a stand alone basis for periods ranging from 

one (1) hour to one (1) month. 

Non-Firm Sale:  An Energy sale for which receipt or delivery may be interrupted for any reason 

or no reason, without liability on the part of either the buyer or seller. 

Non-FTR Credit Limit:  The amount of Unsecured Credit approved by Transmission Provider 

for Applicant and/or Tariff Customer, plus any Available Non-FTR Financial Security. 

Non-FTR Potential Exposure:  The sum of exposure values as defined in Section V.A of 

Attachment L to this Tariff.  Included are all non-FTR related charge types. 

Non-FTR Potential Exposure Violation: A condition that exists whenever a Tariff Customer’s 

Non-FTR Potential Exposure equals or exceeds its Non-FTR Credit Limit as further 

defined in Section V.C of Attachment L to this Tariff. 

Non-owner Member:  Non-owner Member as defined in the ISO Agreement. 

Non Public Power:  For credit scoring purposes, any Applicant or Market Participant that does 
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not meet the definition of a Public Power entity.  

Non Public Power Composite Score:  For credit scoring purposes, the weighted average value of 

the Non-Public Power Qualitative Score and the Non-Public Power Quantitative Score. 

The relative weights are forty percent (40%) and sixty percent (60%), respectively. 

Non Public Power Qualitative Score:  A component of a Non Public Power Composite Score 

which has, for credit scoring purposes, a value ranging from 1 to 6.99, with 1 being the 

best and 6.99 being the worst.  The value is based on a review by the Transmission 

Provider of qualitative factors relative to an Applicant’s business, including, but not 

limited to:  i) regulatory; ii) legal; iii) demographic; and iv) energy supply/price factors as 

provided in Attachment L to this Tariff.  

Non Public Quantitative Score:  A component of a Non Public Power Composite Score which 

has, for credit scoring purposes, a value ranging from 1 to 6.99, with 1 being the best and 

6.99 being the worst.  The value is based on a review by the Transmission Provider’s 

credit scoring model in Attachment L to this Tariff. 

Notification Deadline:  The cut-off time, four hours prior to the operating hour, by which 

schedule changes must be reported to the Transmission Provider to enable it to reflect 

such changes in the RAC process or the LAC process. 

Notification Deadline DIR Forecast:  Notification Deadline Dispatchable Intermittent Resource 

Forecast:  An optional notification, in MW, of a Forecast Maximum Limit  for a DIR 

prior to the Notification Deadline.  If a Notification Deadline DIR Forecast is not 

submitted, it will be deemed to be equal to the Day-Ahead Schedule. 
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Partial-Year FTR Allocation:  The procedure used by the Transmission Provider to allocate 

FTRs to Market Participants in the new ARR Zones added as a result of Transmission 

Provider Region expansion that becomes effective after the start of the Annual ARR 

Allocation period.  The Partial-Year FTR Allocation will cover the partial year period 

when the new ARR Zone(s) become effective to the start of the next Annual ARR 

Allocation.  For the partial year period, the Market Participants in the new ARR Zone(s) 

may request an allocation of FTRs, which will be in lieu of an allocation of ARRs.  

Party(ies):  The Transmission Provider, ITC where appropriate, Market Participants, 

Transmission Customers, or any combination of the above.  

Past Due Amount:  Any amount invoiced by the Transmission Provider that is not paid when 

due. 

Peak Reserved Source Set:  Set of Resources including those constituting the Baseload Reserved 

Source Point that have met the Resource Qualification Requirements for inclusion as a 

Reserved Source Point for a given ARR Zone.  

Peak Usage:  A Market Participant’s Total Forecasted Peak Load in a given ARR Zone for the 

upcoming Annual ARR Allocation period calculated using the immediate prior three year 

actual peak Loads.  The Total Forecast Peak Load is the sum of the forecast Network 

Integration Transmission Service peak Load for the upcoming allocation period plus peak 

Load served by Option A – Grandfathered Agreements plus peak Load served by Option 

B – Grandfathered Agreements. 

Penalty Level:  A component of a mitigation measure described in Module D that represents the 

amount of Energy purchased by a Market Participant that is an LSE or represents an LSE 
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in the Real Time Energy Market in excess of the Allowance Level the entity is subject to. 

Physical Scheduling Software (PSS):  A software program that records the interchange of bulk 

power between the Transmission Provider Region and Balancing Authorities external to 

the Transmission Provider Region. 

Physical Withholding Threshold Quantity:  Threshold employed by the IMM to identify 

physical withholding by a supplier of Planning Resources for the Planning Resource 

Auction, expressed in MW. 

Pivotal Supplier:  A Market Participant that, together with any of its Affiliates, controls Relevant 

Capacity Resources, some portion of which is necessary to meet the CRS Resource 

Adequacy Requirements.  

Pivotal Supplier Test:  A test performed by the IMM in accordance with Section 64.2.4 to 

determine whether a Market Participant is a Pivotal Supplier. 

Plan:  The Transmission Provider’s Market Monitoring Plan set forth in Module D of this Tariff. 

Planned Transmission Outage:  Any transmission outage scheduled for the performance of 

maintenance or repairs or the implementation of a system enhancement which is planned 

in advance for pre-determined duration and which meets the notification requirements for 

such outages as specified by the Transmission Provider.   

Planning Advisory Committee:  A committee of stakeholders established under the ISO 

Agreement for the purpose of providing input to the planning staff on the development of 

the MTEP.   

Planning Area(s):  A collective or alternative reference to the First Planning Area and/or the 

Second Planning Area. 
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Planning Coordinator:  The entity responsible for the longer term reliability of its planning 

coordinator area. 

Planning Reserve Margin (PRM):  The percentage above forecasted Coincident Peak Demand 

of Planning Resources for the Transmission Provider Region in order to meet the LOLE.  

This percentage will include a quantity sufficient to cover transmission losses. 

Planning Reserve Margin Requirement (PRMR):  The amount of ZRCs required of each LSE 

with Coincident Peak Demand in an LRZ to meet the LSE’s Resource Adequacy 

Requirements or CRS Resource Adequacy Requirements associated with the PRA or 

FRA, as applicable. 

Planning Resource:  A Capacity Resource, Energy Efficiency Resource, or Load Modifying 

Resource that can be used to satisfy PRMR. 

Planning Resource Auction (PRA):  An annual auction that is conducted by the Transmission 

Provider to determine the ACP and the cleared ZRC Offers for each LRZ for the 

applicable Planning Year. 

Planning Year:  The period of time from June 1st of one year to May 31st of the following year 

that is used for developing Resource Plans.  The first Planning Year shall commence on 

June 1, 2009. 

PMAX:  The maximum Generator real power output reported in MWs on a seasonal basis. 

PMIN:  The minimum Generator real power output reported in MWs on a seasonal basis. 

Point(s) of Delivery:  Point(s) on the Transmission System where Capacity and Energy 

transmitted by the Transmission Provider will be made available to the Receiving Party 

under Module B and Module C of this Tariff.  The Point(s) of Delivery shall be specified 
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in the Service Agreement for Long Term Firm Point To Point Transmission Service or 

the HVDC Service Agreement. 

Point(s) of Receipt:  Point(s) of interconnection on the Transmission System where Capacity and 

Energy will be made available to the Transmission Provider by the Delivering Party 

under Module B and Module C of this Tariff.  The Point(s) of Receipt shall be specified 

in the Service Agreement for Long Term Firm Point To Point Transmission Service or 

the HVDC Service Agreement. 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service:  The reservation of Capacity and of Energy on either a 

firm or non firm basis from the Point(s) of Receipt to the Point(s) of Delivery under 

Module B of this Tariff.  

Portfolio:  For Multi-Value Project purposes, means two or more Multi-Value Projects proposed 

to be located in one or more Transmission Pricing Zones that, when evaluated together, 

are expected to result in regional benefits. 

Power Purchaser:  The entity that is purchasing the Capacity and reserved Energy to be 

transmitted under this Tariff.  

PPA Schedule: Schedule associated with a PPA that is executed after April 3, 2014. 

Pre-Confirmed Application:  An Application that commits the Eligible Customer to execute a 

Service Agreement upon receipt of notification that the Transmission Provider can 

provide the requested Transmission Service. 

Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism:  An alternative method for demonstrating long-

term resource adequacy, elected by a RERRA that removes Competitive Retail Demand 

from the Forward Resource Auction.  

Price Sensitive Demand Bids:  Demand Bids in which the Market Participant specifies a 
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maximum price (dollars per MWh) at which  the Market Participant desires to purchase 

the designated MWh of Energy. 

Price Taker:  A Market Participant with an Energy and/or Operating Reserve Offer not capable 

of setting LMPs or MCPs. 

Production Costs:  The Energy output cost of a Generation Resource or a Demand Response 

Resource-Type II based upon Start Up, No Load and Energy Offer cost components set 

forth in an Offer or the Energy reduction cost of a Demand Response Resource-Type I 

based upon Shut Down Offer, Hourly Curtailment Offer and Energy Offer cost 

components set for in an Offer. 

Project Cost:  All costs for Network Upgrades, as determined by the Transmission Provider to be 

a single transmission expansion project, including those costs associated with seeking and 

obtaining all necessary approvals for the design, engineering, construction, and testing of 

the Network Upgrades.  These Network Upgrades will include costs classified by the 

Transmission Owners and Independent Transmission Companies as transmission plant 

using the Uniform System of Accounts 350 through 359 or equivalent set of accounts for 

any Coordinating Owner.  

Proposal: A proposal to construct, implement, own, operate, maintain, repair, and restore all 

Competitive Transmission Facilities associated with a Competitive Transmission Project, 

in response to a Request for Proposal. Proposals may be submitted in one of two different 

forms: (i) a Single-Developer Proposal; or (ii) a Joint-Developer Proposal. The term 

“Proposal” shall include “Single-Developer Proposal” and “Joint-Developer Proposal”.  
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Proposal Cure Period: A period of time, equal to ten (10) Business Days, allowed for a RFP 

Respondent to correct deficiencies identified by the Transmission Provider in a 

previously submitted Proposal. The Cure Period commences upon notification by the 

Transmission Provider of deficiencies in the Proposal.  

Proposal Participant(s): Any entity or entities involved in a Proposal, excluding the RFP 

Respondent(s), that will co-own the Competitive Transmission Project and rely on the 

RFP Respondent(s) to be the Selected Developer(s) responsible for constructing and 

implementing the Competitive Transmission Facilities associated with the Competitive 

Transmission Project. Proposal Participants may be identified in a Proposal as 

responsible for one or more aspects of operations, maintenance, repair, or restoration, on 

terms comparable to those that would apply if the RFP Respondent(s) intended to rely on 

a third-party contractor.  

Proposal Submission Deadline: The date and time Proposals must be submitted to the 

Transmission Provider by in order to be considered and evaluated by the Transmission 

Provider. The Submission Deadline shall be no later than 5:00 PM EPT on the date specified 

in the RFP, which shall not exceed one hundred and eighty (180) Calendar Days from the 

date the RFP was issued by the Transmission Provider, unless such date falls on a Saturday, 

Sunday, or MISO observed holiday in which case the Proposal Submission Deadline shall be 

the next Business Day that is not a MISO observed holiday. 

Proposed Generator Planned Outage:  The planned removal from service, in whole or in part, 

of a Generation Resource for inspection, maintenance or repair for which the Generation 

Owner has sought or will seek approval from the Transmission Provider for such planned 

removal in accordance with the Business Practices Manuals. 
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Protected Information:  Privileged and non public information to be maintained by the 

Transmission Provider. 

Proxy Offers: The Offers created for resources that are deployed during Emergency operating 

procedures by the Transmission Provider as specified in Schedule 29A. 

Pseudo tie:  A telemetered reading or value that is updated in real time and used as a tie line flow 

in the Area Control Error equation but for which no physical tie or energy metering 

actually exists.  The integrated value is used as a metered MWh value for interchange 

accounting purposes.  Pseudo tied status of Resources and Loads may only be changed 

during Network Model updates and the timing of such updates shall be as defined in the 

Business Practices Manuals.  

Public Power:  For credit scoring purposes, an Applicant or Market Participant that is a not for 

profit municipality, cooperative, Joint Action Agency, or agent representing one or more 

Public Power entities and whose credit quality is directly derived from the credit quality 

of the Public Power entities represented through the agency relationship. 

Public Power Composite Score:  For credit scoring purposes, the weighted average value of the 

Public Power Qualitative Score and the Public Power Quantitative Score.  The relative 

weights are sixty percent (60%) and forty percent (40%).  

Public Power Qualitative Score:  A component of a Public Power Composite Score which has, 

for credit scoring purposes, a value ranging from 1 to 6.99, with 1 being the best and 6.99 

being the worst.  The value is based on a review by the Transmission Provider of 

qualitative factors relative to an Applicant’s business, including but not limited to: i) 

regulatory; ii) legal; iii) demographic; and iv) energy supply/price factors as provided in 
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Attachment L to this Tariff. 

Public Power Quantitative Score:  A component of a Public Power Composite Score which has, 

for credit scoring purposes, a value ranging from 1 to 6.99, with 1 being the best and 6.99 

being the worst.  The value is based on a review by the Transmission Provider of various 

financial metrics as detailed in the Transmission Provider’s credit scoring model in 

Attachment L. 
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Ramp Capability Response Time: The duration of time beyond the Resource dispatch target 

time which is used to determine the market-wide requirements and Resource participation 

capabilities for the Up Ramp Capability and Down Ramp Capability products. 

RAR Potential Exposure:  The sum total of exposure values as defined in Section V.A.6 of 

Attachment L to this Tariff. 

Rating Agency:  A nationally recognized statistical rating organization, as such term is defined 

in the regulations promulgated by the SEC.  These may include, but are not limited to, 

Standard and Poor’s, Moody’s and Fitch. 

Reactive Supply and Voltage Control:  Reactive power support necessary to maintain 

transmission voltages within limits that are established by the Transmission Provider, 

which is measured in MVARs. 

Real-Time and Projected Operating Data:  The categories of information that the Transmission 

Provider and the Congestion Management Customer (or the Congestion Management 

Customer’s tariff administrator or Reliability Coordinator, as appropriate) shall transfer 

to each other as provided in Section 80.1.1 of the Tariff. 

Real-Time Energy Purchases:  For a Market Participant, a value in MWh equal to the sum of 

the following, as applicable: 

(i) For Load Zones, the maximum of (a) the difference between (1) Actual Energy

Withdrawals (net of Real-Time Financial Schedules) and (2) Day-Ahead 

Schedules for Energy or (b) zero (0); 
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(ii) for Resources, the maximum of (a) the difference between (1) Day-Ahead Schedules

for Energy or (2) Actual Energy Injections (net of Real-Time Financial 

Schedules) or (b) zero (0); 

(iii) for Virtual Transactions, the Day-Ahead Schedule resulting from a cleared Virtual

Supply Offer; 

(iv) for Import Schedules, the maximum of (a) the difference between (1) the Day-Ahead

Import Schedule and (2) the Real-Time Import Schedule and (b) zero (0); 

(v) for Export Schedules, other than Export Schedules for External Asynchronous

Resources, the maximum of (a) the difference between (1) the Real-Time Export 

Schedule and (2) the Day-Ahead Export Schedule and (b) zero (0); and  

(vi) for Real-Time Financial Schedules, without any associated Actual Energy Injections

or Actual Energy Withdrawals, the volume associated with the seller side of the 

Real-Time Financial Schedule. 

Real-Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market:  The Market for purchases and sales of 

Energy, Operating Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and Down Ramp Capability conducted 

by the Transmission Provider during the Operating Day. 

Real-Time Ex Ante LMP:  The LMP, associated with a specific location, calculated at the 

beginning of the Dispatch Interval, using the process defined in Schedule 29 of this 

Tariff, that is used for informational purposes in the Real-Time Energy and Operating 

Reserve Market. 

Real-Time Ex Ante MCP:  The MCP, associated with a specific location, for Regulating 

Reserve, Spinning Reserve, Supplemental Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and Down 
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Ramp Capability calculated at the beginning of the Dispatch Interval, using the process 

defined in Schedule 29 of this Tariff, that is used for informational purposes in the Real-

Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market. 

Real-Time Ex Post LMP:  The LMP calculated for each Dispatch Interval using the process 

defined in Schedule 29A of this Tariff. 

Real-Time Ex Post MCP:  The MCP for Regulating Reserve, Spinning Reserve, Supplemental 

Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and Down Ramp Capability calculated for each Dispatch 

Interval using the process defined in Schedule 29A of this Tariff. 

Real-Time Financial Schedule:  A Financial Schedule applicable only in the Real-Time Energy 

and Operating Reserve Market. 

Real-Time Intermittent Resource Forecast:  The forecast for an Intermittent Resource.  If a 

Market Participant chooses to submit this value, it must be submitted by the Market 

Participant prior to the Notification Deadline.  If a Real-Time Intermittent Forecast is not 

submitted by then, it will be deemed to be equal to the Day-Ahead Schedule.  A positive 

number represents injection and a negative number is not allowed. 

Real-Time Load Zone Demand Forecast:  An optional demand forecast for a Load Zone.  If a 

Market Participant chooses to submit this value, it must be submitted by the Market 

Participant prior to the Notification Deadline.  If a Real-Time Load Zone Demand 

Forecast is not submitted, it will be deemed to be equal to the Day-Ahead Schedule.  

Real-Time Financial Schedule For Deviations:  Real-Time Financial Schedules where the 

scheduled MW volumes are included in determining deviations for the Real-Time 

Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Constraint Management Charge and Real-Time Revenue 
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Sufficiency Guarantee Day-Ahead Schedule Deviation Charge. 

Real-Time Offer Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Payment (RTORSGP):  The real-time make-

whole payment provided under Section 40.3.5 of this Tariff to the Resources described 

therein, when the sum of revenue from Hourly Real-Time Ex Post LMPs and Hourly 

Real-Time Ex Post MCPs does not fully cover the incremental Energy Offer costs and 

Operating Reserve Costs of such Resources. 

Real Time Offers:  Offers submitted for use in the Real Time Energy and Operating Reserve 

Market, the Reliability Assessment Commitment, or the LAC. 

Real Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Charge:  The sum of the Real Time Revenue 

Sufficiency Guarantee Credits in an Hour in the Day allocated to Market Participants in 

that Hour pursuant to the calculations specified in Section 40.3.3.2 of this Tariff. 

Real-Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Constraint Management Charge:  The sum of the 

Real-Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Credits in an Hour allocated to Market 

Participants for Resources committed in any RAC process or the LAC process for an 

Active Transmission Constraint and not otherwise attributable to Topology Adjustment 

and Transmission De-rates. 

Real-Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Credit:  A Resource credit guaranteed by the 

Transmission Provider ensuring the minimum recovery of the Production Cost and 

Operating Reserve Cost of a Resource that has been committed and scheduled by the 

Transmission Provider in the Real-Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market. 

Real-Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Day-Ahead Schedule Deviation Charge:  The sum 

of the Real-Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Credits in an Hour allocated to Market 
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Participants for Resources committed in any RAC process or the LAC process and not 

otherwise:  (1) collected via the Real-Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Constraint 

Management Charge, or (2) collected via the Day-Ahead and Real-Time Revenue 

Sufficiency Guarantee Voltage and Local Reliability Charge, or (3) attributable to 

Headroom, Topology Adjustment and Transmission De-rates. 

Real-Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Full Payment Criteria:  A set of conditions a 

Resource must satisfy in order to be eligible for the full amount of Real-Time Revenue 

Sufficiency Guarantee Credit.  In the event that a Resource fails the full payment criteria, 

it will be subject to a reduced Real-Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Credit.   

Real-Time Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Headroom Charge:  Those Real-Time Revenue 

Sufficiency Guarantee Credits allocated to Market Participants in an Hour associated 

with Headroom. 

Reasonable Efforts:  Any action required to be made, attempted, or taken by a Party under this 

Tariff in the exercise of “Reasonable Efforts,” such efforts as are timely and consistent 

with Good Utility Practices that would be undertaken for the protection of its own 

interests under the conditions affecting such action, including but not limited to the 

amount of notice of the need to take such action and the duration and type of such action. 

Receiving Party:  The entity receiving the Capacity and Energy transmitted by the Transmission 

Provider to Point(s) of Delivery. 

Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgate (RCF):  A Coordinated Flowgate with respect to which a 

reciprocal agreement has been written and to which the reciprocal coordination 

procedures of the CMP apply.  A RCF may be under the operational control of the 
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Transmission Provider, a Coordination Customer, or a third party Reciprocal Entity. 

Reciprocal Entity:  Shall be as defined in Section 7, Appendix A of the Congestion Management 

Process (Master) set forth in Attachment LL of the Tariff. 

Reference Bus:  The location(s), on the Transmission Provider Region, relative to which 

mathematical quantities relating to physical operation will be calculated. 

Reference Levels:  In the context of Module D, calculations intended to reflect a Resource’s 

marginal costs, including legitimate risk and Opportunity Costs. 

Reference Year:  The year that is used by the Transmission Provider for the determination of 

initial ARR Zones and ARR Entitlements.  

Regional Entity (RE):  Midwest Reliability Organization (MRO), ReliabilityFirst Corporation 

(RFC), SERC Reliability Corporation (SERC), or any successor organizations to these 

entities or any other entity approved by the Commission as an RE.   

Regional Transmission Group (RTG):  A voluntary organization of Transmission Owners, 

Users and other entities approved by the Commission to efficiently coordinate 

transmission planning (and expansion), operation and use on a regional (and 

interregional) basis. 

Regulating Capacity Offer:  The price, in dollars per MW per Hour, at which a Regulation 

Qualified Resource has agreed to sell Regulating Reserve. 

Regulating Mileage:  The absolute value of the up and down movement, in MW, of a Resource 

in response to Regulating Reserve Deployment instruction. 

Regulating Mileage Cost:  The cost to supply Regulating Mileage based on the Regulating 

Mileage Offers. 
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Regulating Mileage Market Clearing Price:  The clearing price for Regulating Mileage in the 

Transmission Provider Region.  It is used to pay for Additional Regulating Mileage in the 

Real-Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market. 

Regulating Mileage Offer:  The price, in dollars per MW, at which a Regulation Qualified 

Resource has agreed to sell Regulating Mileage. 

Regulating Mileage Target:  The Instructed Regulating Mileage of a Resource adjusted to 

reflect its actual output at the beginning of a Dispatch Interval. 

Regulating Reserve:  Capacity held in reserve by a frequency responsive Generation Resource, 

External Asynchronous Resource, Stored Energy Resource or Demand Response 

Resource-Type II for the purpose of providing Regulating Reserve Deployment in both 

the up and down direction. 

Regulating Reserve Deployment:  The utilization of Regulating Reserve to automatically and 

continuously adjust Resource output to manage the MISO Balancing Authority Area in 

accordance with Applicable Reliability Standards.  

Regulating Reserve Market Clearing Price:  The clearing price for Regulating Reserve, 

considering Resources' Regulating Total Cost, at a given Commercial Pricing Node in the 

Transmission Provider Region, which shall be equivalent to the marginal cost of meeting 

the Zonal and Market-Wide Regulating Reserve Requirement and delivering Zonal 

Regulating Reserve to the Reference Bus, while meeting the Zonal and Market-Wide 

Contingency Reserve Requirement, the requirement that zonal Contingency Reserve be 

deliverable to the Reference Bus, and system demand requirements. 

Regulating Service:  Regulating Service is the Regulating Reserve and Regulating Mileage that 
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is used for Regulating Reserve Deployment. 

Regulating Total Cost:  The total price, in dollars per MW per Hour, used to clear Regulating 

Reserve in the Day-Ahead and Real-Time Energy and Operating Reserve Markets.  

Regulating Total Cost includes the cost of providing a MW of Regulating Reserve 

capacity for an Hour and deploying the MW of Regulating Reserve capacity at the 

Market-wide Regulating Mileage Deployment Ratio during each Dispatch Interval in that 

Hour.  A Resource's Regulating Total cost is calculated as its Regulating Mileage Offer 

multiplied by the Market-wide Regulating Mileage Deployment Ratio and the number of 

Dispatch Intervals in an Hour plus the Resource's Regulating Capacity Offer. 

Regulating Total Cost Price Cap:  The maximum price permitted for Regulating Total Cost in 

the Energy and Operating Reserve Markets. 

Regulation Capability:  The ability of a Resource or Resources to provide and deploy 

Regulating Reserve. 

Regulation Deployment Adjustment:  The Settlement of Regulation Reserve Deployment as 

defined under Section 40.3.3.1.a.v. 

Regulation Deployment Instruction:  The Setpoint Instruction associated with Regulating 

Reserve Deployment. 

Regulation Qualified Resource:  A Generation Resource, External Asynchronous Resource, 

Stored Energy Resource or a Demand Response Resource-Type II that has met the 

requirements to be eligible to provide Regulating Service by submitting Regulating 

Capacity Offers and Regulating Mileage Offers into the Energy and Operating Reserve 

Markets. 
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Regulation Response Time:  The maximum amount of time allowed for a Resource output to 

move from zero Regulating Reserve Deployment to the full amount of Regulating 

Reserve cleared in the up direction or to move from zero Regulating Reserve Deployment 

to the full amount of Regulating Reserve cleared in the down direction.  

Relevant Electric Retail Regulatory Authority (RERRA):  An The entity that has jurisdiction 

over and establishes the retail electric prices and/or any retail competition policies for 

providers of retail electric service to end-customers, such as the city council for a 

municipal utility, the governing board of a cooperative utility, the state public utility 

commission or any other such entity. 

Request for Proposals (RFP): An invitation, including associated requirements, for Qualified 

Transmission Developers to submit Proposals to construct, implement, own, operate, 

maintain, repair, and restore a Competitive Transmission Project. 

Relevant Capacity Resources:  Capacity Resources that are not subject to the Safe Harbor 

Provision, or other exemptions as described in Section 69A.12.6. 

Reliability Coordination Customer:  Any entity taking Reliability Coordination Service under 

Part I of Module F of the Tariff.  

Reliability Coordination Customer Transmission Facilities:  The transmission facilities of a 

Reliability Coordination Customer included in the Bulk Electric System. 

Reliability Coordination Invoiced Exposure (RCIE):  All Schedule 31 charges associated with 

Reliability Coordination Service under Part I of Module F that have been invoiced but not 

yet paid. 

Reliability Coordination Measured Exposure (RCME):  All Schedule 31 charges associated 
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with Reliability Coordination Service under Part I of Module F that have been measured 

but not yet paid. 

Reliability Coordination Service:  The services provided pursuant to Part I of Module F. 

Reliability Coordination Technical Committee:  The technical committee established pursuant 

to Section 78 of the Tariff for the purpose of providing information and recommendations 

to the Transmission Provider regarding Reliability Coordination Service under Module F. 

Reliability Plan:  A plan of the Transmission Provider, on file with the NERC, that explains how 

reliability coordination will be accomplished.  

Reliability Assessment Commitment (RAC):  A process conducted prior to the Day-Ahead 

Energy and Operating Reserve Market, following the posting of results for the Day-

Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market but prior to the Operating Day, and during 

the Real-Time Energy and Operating Reserve Market by which the Transmission 

Provider ensures that sufficient Resources will be available and on line to meet Load, 

Operating Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and Down Ramp Capability, and other demand 

requirements in the Operating Day. 

Reliability Coordinator:  Entities responsible for ensuring the real-time operating reliability of 

the interconnected bulk electric transmission system within the Reliability Coordinator 

Area.  

Reliability Coordinator Area:  The Transmission Provider Region, which is also the portion of 

the interconnected bulk electric transmission system subject to reliability oversight by the 

Transmission Provider. 

Remote Self-Supply:  The netting of positive net generation output from Generation Owner’s 

ER17-284 Tab D Redline Tarrifs

203a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 1.R

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - R 

MODULES 44.0.0, 45.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

remotely located Facility(ies) against Station Power Load at a Facility. 

Rescheduling Costs:  Reasonable and explicit additional costs including costs, such as labor and 

equipment rental costs, as well as direct and verifiable replacement Energy costs of a 

Generation Resource under Attachment BB, that have been incurred by the Generation 

Resource solely as a result of the Transmission Provider’s rescheduling the Generator 

Planned Outage under Attachment BB or a Transmission Outage under Attachment JJ. 

Reserve Scarcity:  A market-wide and/or zonal deficiency of one or more types of Operating 

Reserve. 

Reserve Sharing:  An arrangement between two or more entities to share the provision of 

Operating Reserve in response to a loss of a Generation Resource. 

Reserve Sharing Group:  An arrangement between two or more entities to share the provision of 

Operating Reserve in response to a loss of a Resource or other contingency event. 

Reserve Zone:  A specific group of Resource, Load and Interface CPNodes where a minimum 

Operating Reserve requirement is established through Reserve Zone Configuration 

Studies as described in Section 39.2.1A.d of this Tariff.  

Reserve Zone Configuration Studies:  Studies that establish the number of Reserve Zones and 

the assignment of Resources, Loads and/or Interface Elemental Pricing Nodes to specific 

Reserve Zones. 

Reserve Zone Hourly Ex Post LMP:  The load-weighted Hourly Ex Post LMP for a Reserve 

Zone. 

Reserve Zone Requirements Studies:  Studies that determine the hourly Zonal Regulating 

Reserve Requirement, the hourly Zonal Contingency Reserve Requirement and the 
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hourly Zonal Spinning Reserve Requirement, for each Reserve Zone. 

Reserved Capacity:  The maximum amount of Capacity and Energy that the Transmission 

Provider agrees to transmit for the Transmission Customer over the Transmission 

Provider’s Transmission System between the Point(s) of Receipt and the Point(s) of 

Delivery under Module B of this Tariff.  Reserved Capacity shall be expressed in terms 

of whole MW on a sixty (60) minute interval (commencing on the clock hour) basis. 

Reserved Source Point(s) (RSP):  Resources historically used by a Market Participant to serve 

Load in an ARR Zone.  

Residual Load:  The result of a calculation used to determine the amount of over or under 

claimed Load in a Local Balancing Authority Area.  The calculation determines the 

difference between:  (i) the reported amount of Actual Energy Injections and Net Actual 

Interchange for the Local Balancing Authority; and (ii) the amount of State Estimator 

determined Losses and the reported amount of Actual Energy Withdrawals for the Local 

Balancing Authority Area.  Residual Load is then used to reduce or increase the reported 

volume of the Residual Load Zone for that Local Balancing Authority Area. 

Residual Load Zone:  The single Commercial Pricing Node identified by the Transmission 

Provider in a Local Balancing Authority Area where any calculated Residual Load is 

allocated for the purpose of Settlements.  

Resource:  Either a Generation Resource, a Demand Response Resource-Type I, a Demand 

Response Resource-Type II, Dispatchable Intermittent Resource, Intermittent Resource, a 

Stored Energy Resource or an External Asynchronous Resource. 

Resource Adequacy Requirements (RAR):  The planning reserve procedures and requirements 
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located in Sections 68 up to, but not including, Section 70Module E-1 and Module E-2 of 

this Tariff and the Business Practices Manual for Resource Adequacy that ensure there 

are adequate Planning Resources available to enable LSEs to reliably serve Load. 

Resource Adequacy Requirements Auction Participant:  A Market Participant that participates 

in an RAR Auction administered by the Transmission Provider. 

Resource Outage Index:  The ratio of the maximum quantity (MW) of resources available each 

day to the maximum quantity of resources available across all days during the year.  The 

Resource Outage Index is a set of daily values, between 0 and 1, where the value 1 is the 

ratio on the day(s) of maximum resource availability; smaller values represent lesser 

availabilities. 

Resource Plan:  The annual and monthly plan made by an LSE to meet its RAR obligations.  

Resource Plan Deadline:  The first day of the month prior to each Month for which there exists 

an RAR obligation.  

Resource Qualification Requirements:  The conditions that a Resource must meet to be eligible 

for inclusion as a Reserved Source Point in the BRSS or PRSS. 

Resource Offer Up and Down Ramp Capability Dispatch Status: A specification submitted by a 

Market Participant in its Generation Offer for each hour to indicate whether the 

Transmission Provider is authorized to economically clear Up Ramp Capability and/or 

Down Ramp Capability on the Resource for the Hour. 

Retire:  The permanent cessation of operation of a Generation Resource or SCU after a specified 

date that is provided to the Transmission Provider, consistent with the requirements in 

Section 38.2.7 and Attachment X. 
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Revenue Bonds:  Bonds issued by a Joint Action Agency or municipality to finance a project, 

projects, or system, that are repaid using the revenues generated by the project, projects, 

or system.  

Revenue Neutrality Uplift:  The mechanism through which the Transmission Provider refunds 

excess revenues collected to Market Participants or collects revenue deficiencies from 

Market Participants. 

RFP Respondent(s): One or more Qualified Transmission Developer(s) involved in a Proposal 

submitted to the Transmission Provider in response to a Request for Proposals. 

RSP Utilization Factor:  RSP Utilization Factor corresponds to the percentage of hours that an 

RSP was on-line for the following test period: (a) for parties joining the Second Planning 

Area in 2013 or 2014 only, during the period June 1, 2010 through May 31, 2012 (b) for 

all other parties, during the Reference Year and the two (2) years previous to the 

Reference Year. 
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Safe Harbor Exemption:  An exemption from inclusion in a Market Participant’s evaluation for 

Pivotal Supplier status.  A Safe Harbor Exemption is available for Planning Resources 

located in an LRZ with Competitive Retail Demand.  

Safe Harbor Exemption Limit:  The maximum quantity of ZRCs for which an LSE may request 

a Safe Harbor Exemption. 

Sample Membership Agreement:  The document that establishes the rights and obligations 

between the Electric Generation and Transmission Cooperative (Coop) and its members. 

Scarcity Price:  The LMP and MCP price levels determined by Demand Curves when 

insufficient Operating Reserve cleared to meet the Operating Reserve requirement. 

Schedule 16 Costs:  The monthly charge of costs to be recovered under Schedule 16 of this 

Tariff shall include any deferred pre-operating costs, direct and indirect capital costs, 

direct and indirect operating expenses and all other costs associated with administrating 

the Financial Transmission Rights Administrative Service under this Tariff. 

Schedule 17 Costs:  The costs to be recovered under Schedule 17 of this Tariff shall include any 

deferred pre-operating costs, direct and indirect capital costs, direct and indirect operating 

expenses and all other costs associated with administering the Energy and Operating 

Reserve Market Support Administrative Service under this Tariff.  

Scheduled Injections:  Energy scheduled in the Day Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve 

Market to be injected over an Hour of the Operating Day. 

Scheduled Withdrawals:  Energy withdrawals scheduled in the Day Ahead Energy and 

Operating Reserve Market over a given Hour of the Operating Day. 

Scheduling Agent:  An entity designated by a Market Participant that has the authority to 
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conduct business in the Transmission Provider Region on behalf of the Market 

Participant. 

Scheduling Instructions:  Directives issued by the Transmission Provider or Local Balancing 

Authority to Market Participants with Load Modifying Resources indicating MW 

quantities to be reduced during Emergencies. 

SCUC Instructed Hours of Operation:  The period beginning when a Resource is synchronized 

to the Facilities within the MISO Balancing Authority Area in response to the 

Transmission Provider selecting the Resource in the unit commitment portion of the 

SCUC process and ends at the later of:  (i) the time incorporating the sum of the time 

when the Resource is synchronized and the Resource’s Minimum Run Time and (ii) the 

earlier of the time the Resource is forced out of service or the time when the 

Transmission Provider notifies the Market Participant that the Resource is no longer 

needed.  The SCUC Instructed Hours of Operation cannot extend beyond the Operating 

Day. 

Seams Operating Agreement: An agreement between adjacent balancing authorities or 

transmission providers for the coordination of operations, including joint operating 

agreements. 

Season:  The four (4) seasons are (i) Winter – December, January, February; (ii) Spring – 

March, April, May; (iii) Summer – June, July, August; and (iv) Fall – September, 

October, November. 

SEC:  Securities and Exchange Commission. 

Second Planning Area:  The area of the Transmission Provider Region where Entergy 
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Corporation and its Operating Companies that own and/or operate transmission facilities 

(i.e., located in Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, or Texas) that are conveyed to the 

functional control of the Transmission Provider to provide Transmission Service pursuant 

to Module B of the Tariff.  The Second Planning Area shall be formed when the first 

Entergy Operating Company conveys functional control of its transmission facilities to 

the Transmission Provider, and may be expanded if other Entergy Operating Companies 

or adjacent utilities in Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi or Texas, join MISO later in the 

Second Planning Area’s Transition Period. 

Second Planning Area's Transition Period:  The period:  (i) commencing when the first 

Entergy Operating Company conveys functional control of its transmission facilities to 

the Transmission Provider to provide Transmission Service under Module B of this 

Tariff; (ii) consisting of at least five consecutive (5) years, plus the time needed to 

complete the MTEP approval cycle pending at the end of the fifth year; (iii) ending on the 

day after the conclusion of such MTEP approval cycle, which in no case shall be more 

than six years after the start of that period; and (iv) during which the Transmission 

Provider shall review and compare the current states of the transmission systems in the 

First Planning Area and the Second Planning Area and, if a lack of comparability is 

found, shall identify transmission projects necessary to achieve comparability.  The 

processes for identifying transmission projects necessary to achieve comparability and 

allocating costs associated with the projects that are so identified during the Second 

Planning Area’s Transition Period are set forth in Attachment FF-6. 

Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED): An algorithm capable of clearing, 
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dispatching, and pricing Energy, Operating Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and Down 

Ramp Capability in a simultaneously co-optimized basis that minimizes Production Costs 

and Operating Reserve Costs while enforcing multiple security constraints.  The 

algorithm keeps the commitment of Resources fixed in the dispatch.  The model is 

described in Schedule 29. 

Security Constrained Economic Dispatch Pricing (SCED-Pricing):  An algorithm capable of 

clearing, dispatching, and pricing Energy, Operating Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and 

Down Ramp Capability in a simultaneously co-optimized basis that minimizes 

Production Costs and Operating Reserve Costs while enforcing multiple security 

constraints.  The model is described in Schedule 29A. 

Security Constrained Unit Commitment (SCUC):  An algorithm capable of committing 

Resources to supply Energy, Operating Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and Down Ramp 

Capability on simultaneously co-optimized basis that minimizes Capacity costs while 

enforcing multiple security constraints. 

Selected Developer(s):  The RFP Respondent(s) identified in the Selected Proposal.  Selected 

Developers shall not include Proposal Participants. 

Selected Developer Agreement (SDA):  An agreement, in the form provided in Appendix 1 of 

Attachment FF of the Tariff, between a Selected Developer, including existing 

Transmission Owners, ITCs, and Non-owner Members, and the Transmission Provider 

establishing the terms and conditions under which the Selected Developer will construct 

and implement the Competitive Transmission Facilities specified in its Selected Proposal.  

Among other terms, the Selected Developer Agreement shall include any binding cost 
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control measures, including cost caps, which the Selected Developer specified in its 

Selected Proposal. 

Selected Proposal:  The Proposal selected for implementation by the Competitive Transmission 

Executive Committee, pursuant to Attachment FF of the Tariff. 

Self Schedule:  The designation by a Market Participant of a specific amount of Energy and/or 

Operating Reserve and/or capacity to be supplied from a specific Resource or Planning 

Resource as a Price Taker. 

Self-Scheduled Resource:  A Resource that is scheduled by a Market Participant and controlled 

by the same Market Participant under the overall coordination of the Transmission 

Provider.  A Self-Scheduled Resource is a Price Taker for the portion of the Resource 

that is Self Scheduled. 

Service Agreement:  The initial agreement and any amendments or supplements thereto entered 

into by the Tariff Customer and the Transmission Provider for service under this Tariff, 

including, without limitation, any service agreement executed pursuant to Section 27A 

(an HVDC Service Agreement), Module F, and Attachment KK of the Tariff.  

Service Commencement Date:  The date the Transmission Provider or ITC begins to provide 

service pursuant to the terms of an executed Service Agreement, or the date the 

Transmission Provider or ITC begins to provide service in accordance with Section 15.3 

or Section 29.1 under this Tariff.  

Setpoint Instruction:  The real-time desired MW output signal calculated for a specific Resource 

by the Transmission Provider’s control system on a specified periodicity that is equal to 

the current Energy Dispatch Target plus the Regulating Reserve Deployment instruction 
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(which may be positive or negative) plus an adjustment to the Energy Dispatch Target to 

account for Contingency Reserve Deployment Instructions.  The Setpoint Instruction 

represents the desired output level of the Resource. 

Settlement:  The process of determining charges to be paid to or by a Market Participant in the 

Energy and Operating Reserve Markets operated by the Transmission Provider under this 

Tariff.   

Settlement Statements:  Reports provided by the Transmission Provider to Market Participants 

containing some aggregate and some detailed charge type information and determinant 

data regarding financial obligations for Energy and Operating Reserve Market activities 

and services, allowing for the verification by the Market Participant of Settlements 

invoiced amounts. 

Shadow Price:  The marginal value of relieving a particular constraint. 

Shortfall Amount:  The difference between a Resource’s Contingency Resource Deployment 

Instruction and the actual amount of Contingency Reserve deployed by that Resource at 

the end of the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period. 

Short-Term Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service:  Firm Point To Point Transmission 

Service under Module B of this Tariff with a term of less than one (1) Year. 

Short-Term High-Voltage Direct Current Service:  HVDC Service under Section 27A of this 

Tariff with a term of less than one (1) year. 

Shut-Down Offer:  The compensation required by a Market Participant for reducing the 

consumption of a Demand Response Resource Type-I. 

Shut-Down Notification Time:  The amount of notification time required by a Demand 
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Response Resource-Type I prior to the initiation of demand reduction procedures. 

Shut-Down Time:  The time required for a Demand Response Resource Type I to reduce 

consumption equal to its Targeted Demand Reduction Level or the time required for a 

Demand Resource to reduce consumption equal to its targeted Load reduction level or 

firm service level. 

Significant Trade Reference:  Trade reference provided to Transmission Provider in the 

registration process which are of a significant nature, as determined by Transmission 

Provider in its sole discretion. 

Simultaneous Feasibility Test:  A test for a state in which each set of injections and withdrawals 

associated with receipt point-to-delivery point FTRs and ARRs, and power transfers 

associated with FTRs and ARRs, would not exceed any thermal, voltage, or stability 

limits within the Transmission Provider Region under normal operating conditions or for 

monitored contingencies. 

Single-Developer Proposal:  A Proposal submitted by a single RFP Respondent that would 

become the sole Selected Developer for the Competitive Transmission Project, should its 

Single-Developer Proposal be designated as the Selected Proposal by the Transmission 

Provider. 

Single-Directional-Down Ramp Rate Curve:  The MW/minute ramp rate curve, that may 

include up to ten (10) linear segments at which a Generation Resource or Demand 

Response Resource-Type II can respond to the Setpoint Instructions in the downward 

direction only. 

Single-Directional-Up Ramp Rate Curve:  The MW/minute ramp rate curve, that may include 
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up to ten(10) linear segments, at which a Generation Resource or Demand Response 

Resource-Type II can respond to the Setpoint Instructions in the upward direction only. 

Sink Point:  The Commercial Pricing Node at which a Financial Schedule terminates. 

Source Point:  The Commercial Pricing Node at which a Financial Schedule originates. 

Spin Qualified Resource:  A Generation Resource, an External Asynchronous Resource, a 

Demand Response Resource-Type I or a Demand Response Resource-Type II that has 

met the requirements to be eligible to submit Spinning Reserve Offers into the Energy 

and Operating Reserve Markets. 

Spinning Reserve:  A specified percentage, based on Applicable Reliability Standards, of 

Contingency Reserve that must be synchronized to the Transmission System and that 

meets all Applicable Reliability Standards, and that can be converted to Energy within 

the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period following a deployment instruction. 

Spinning Reserve Offer:  The price, in dollars per MW per Hour, at which a Spinning Reserve 

Qualified Resource has agreed to sell Spinning Reserve.  

Start-Up Notification Time:  The amount of notification time required by a Generation Resource 

prior to the initiation of start-up procedures or the amount of notification time required 

for a Demand Response Resource Type II prior to the initiation of demand reduction 

procedures, from a hot state, intermediate state and cold state. 

Start Up Offer:  The compensation required by a Market Participant for bringing an off line 

Generation Resource on line or for reducing consumption of a Demand Response 

Resource-Type II. 

Start-Up Time:  The number of Hours required to start a Generation Resource, Demand 
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Response Resource-Type II or LMR and synchronize with the Transmission Provider 

Region to Hourly Economic Minimum Limit consistent with the Applicable Reliability 

Standards from a hot state, intermediate state or cold state. 

State Estimator:  A software program used by the Transmission Provider to create a real time 

assessment of the condition of the Transmission Provider Region. 

State Estimator MWs:  The megawatts that are determined by the State Estimator to be 

generated at a given location for each Dispatch Interval. 

Statement of Support: A document that the Transmission Provider provides to Transmission 

Developer Applicants for submission with a Transmission Developer Application, 

which: (1) is executed by an Affiliate of a Transmission Developer Applicant; (2) lists 

specific qualifications, capabilities, and/or competencies that the Affiliate possesses and 

intends to make available to the Transmission Developer Applicant in order to assist the 

Transmission Developer Applicant with meeting one or more of the  prequalification 

requirements set forth in Sections VIII.B.4, VIII.B.4.1, VIII.B.4.2, VIII.B.4.3, and/or 

VIII.B.4.4 of Attachment FF to the Tariff; and (3) authorizes the Transmission

Developer Applicant to represent during the annual prequalification  and recertification 

processes set forth in Sections VIII.B.2  and  VIII.B.3 of Attachment FF to the Tariff 

that such Transmission Developer Applicant will have access to the specified 

qualifications, capabilities, and/or competencies.  

Station Power:  The Energy used for operating the electrical equipment on the site of a 

Generation Resource and/or for the lighting, heating, air-conditioning and office 

equipment needs of buildings located on the site of such a Generation Resource that are 
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used in the operation, maintenance, or repair of the facility.  Station Power does not 

include Energy (i) used for pumping at a pumped storage facility; (ii) to power 

synchronous condensers; (iii) in association with power system restoration or blackstart 

service, or (iv) used for Charging a Stored Energy Resource.  Station Power may only be 

provided pursuant to Schedule 20 of this Tariff 

Stored Energy Resource:  A Resource capable of supplying Regulating Reserve, but not Energy 

Contingency Reserve, Up Ramp Capability, and Down Ramp Capability through the 

short-term storage and discharge of electrical Energy in response to Setpoint Instructions.  

Stored Energy Resource Offer:  A Regulating Capacity Offer and a Regulating Mileage Offer 

submitted by a Market Participant within the MISO Balancing Authority Area for the 

output of a specified Stored Energy Resource to supply Regulating Reserve to the Energy 

and Operating Reserve Markets. 

Sub-Area:  A Reserve Zone, or any other portion of the MISO Balancing Authority Area 

identified by MISO as described in MISO’s emergency operating procedures, that may 

require the implementation of emergency actions to address a local reliability problem. 

Sub-Regional Export Constraint (SREC):  The amount of Planning Resources in megawatts 

modeled in the PRA and the FRA within an applicable Sub-Regional Resource Zone 

(SRRZ) that can be cleared in excess of the total individual LRZ’s PRMR comprising the 

SRRZ in accordance with applicable seams agreements, coordination agreements, or 

transmission service agreements. 

Sub-Regional Import Constraint (SRIC):  The amount of Planning Resources in megawatts 

modeled in the PRA and the FRA, not within an applicable Sub-Regional Resource Zone 

ER17-284 Tab D Redline Tarrifs

217a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 1.S

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - S 

MODULES 45.0.0, 46.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

(SRRZ), that can be cleared to meet the total PRMR of the individual LRZs comprising 

the SRRZ in accordance with applicable seams agreements, coordination agreements, or 

transmission service agreements. 

Sub-Regional Power Balance Constraint: A net Energy injection and withdraw constraint 

established to manage intra-regional flows in accordance with applicable seams 

agreements, coordination agreements,  transmission service agreements, or operating 

procedures. 

Sub-Regional Power Balance Constraint Demand Curve:  A demand curve used to price Sub-

Regional Power Balance Constraints. 

Sub-Regional Resource Zone (SRRZ):  A zone, comprised of a LRZ or combination of two or 

more LRZs, established by the Transmission Provider for Resource Adequacy 

Requirements under Module E-1 or E-2 to administer constraints in accordance with 

applicable seams agreements, coordination agreements, or transmission service 

agreements. 

Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) Data:  The electric system security data 

that is used to monitor the electrical state of facilities, as specified in NERC Policy 4. 

Supplemental Qualified Resource:  A Spin Qualified Resource, or a Demand Response 

Resource-Type I or, a Generation Resource, Demand Response Resource Type-II, or an 

External Asynchronous Resource that is not a Spin Qualified Resource that has met the 

requirements to be eligible to submit Supplemental Reserve Offers into the Energy and 

Operating Reserve Markets. 

Supplemental Reserve:  Contingency Reserve that is not considered Spinning Reserve that can 
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be converted to Energy within the Contingency Reserve Deployment Period and that 

meets all Applicable Reliability Standards.  

Supplemental Reserve Offer:  The price, in dollars per MW per Hour, at which a Demand 

Response Resource Type I or an External Asynchronous Resource that is a Supplemental 

Reserve Qualified Resource has agreed to sell Supplemental Reserve. 

Suspend:  The temporary cessation of operation of a Generation Resource or an SCU for more 

than two (2) months commencing on a specified date that is provided to the Transmission 

Provider consistent with the requirements in Section 38.2.7 and Attachment X. 

Synchronous Condensor Unit (SCU):  A facility that can be synchronized to the Transmission 

Provider’s Transmission System without producing Energy. 

System Auction Clearing Price (System ACP): The marginal value (“shadow price”) associated 

with the system-wide Demand constraint. This Demand constraint ensures that the 

amount cleared, in all LRZs, is at least equal to the total PRMR in all LRZs. The 

marginal value of this constraint provides a quantitative result of the value of obtaining 

the marginal MW from the non-export-constrained LRZ(s). 

System Condition:  A specified condition on the Transmission System or on a neighboring 

transmission system, such as a constrained transmission element or flowgate, that may 

trigger Curtailment of Long-Term Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service or Long-

Term Firm HVDC Service using the curtailment priority pursuant to Section 13.6 or 

27A.1.5 of this Tariff, respectively.  Such conditions must be identified in the 

Transmission Customer’s Service Agreement or HVDC Service Agreement.  

System Impact Study:  An assessment by the Transmission Provider and ITC, as applicable, of 
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(i) the adequacy of the Transmission System to accommodate a request for either Firm

Point-To-Point Transmission Service or Network Integration Transmission Service and 

(ii) whether any additional costs may be incurred in order to provide Transmission

Service.  System Impact Studies for any transmission facilities not under the operational 

control of the Transmission Provider or ITC shall be performed by the Transmission 

Owner or applicable ITC Participant or any entity the Transmission Provider designates 

to perform the studies. 

System Losses:  The transmission losses experienced on the Transmission System as determined 

by the Network Model.  

System Operating Limit (SOL):  The value (such as MW) that satisfies the most limiting of the 

prescribed operating criteria for a specified system configuration to ensure operation 

within acceptable reliability criteria.  Also referred to as Operating Security Limit. 

System Purchase Contracts:  Agreements for the purchase of Energy that do not specify the 

Resource(s) that the seller shall select to supply such Energy at any particular time; 

provided, however, that such agreements may identify the group of Resources from 

which the seller may make its selection; provided, further that this term does not include 

agreements with Manitoba Hydro involving the supply of Energy from resources in 

Canada up to or at the U.S. border. 

System Restoration Plans:  The plans developed by the individual Transmission Operators, and 

coordinated by the Transmission Provider acting in its capacity as the Reliability 

Coordinator, to enable a system restoration zone to re-energize the Transmission System 

following a system-wide blackout. 
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System Support Resource (SSR):  Generation Resources or Synchronous Condensor Units that 

have been identified in Attachment Y – Notification to this Tariff and are required by the 

Transmission Provider for reliability purposes, to be operated in accordance with the 

procedures described in Section 38.2.7 of this Tariff.  

SSR Agreement:  An agreement identified as Attachment Y 1 to this Tariff that the Transmission 

Provider, the owner or operator of an SSR Unit executes to provide the terms and 

conditions under which the SSR Unit will be operated and compensated. 

SSR Notification:  The form in Attachment Y of this Tariff that the owner or operator of a 

Generation Resource or a Synchronous Condenser Unit must complete and send to the 

Transmission Provider at least twenty-six (26) weeks prior to Retiring or Suspending any 

Generation Resource or Synchronous Condenser Unit located within the Transmission 

Provider Region, consistent with the requirements in Section 38.2.7. 

SSR Unit:  A Generation Resource or a Synchronous Condensor Unit that is operated and 

compensated in accordance with an SSR Agreement. 
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Value of Lost Load (VOLL):  The maximum value associated with the Operating Reserve 

Demand Curve that represents the average cost to consumers of an interruption of firm 

demand as specified in Schedule 28. 

Variable Reliability Target (VRT):  A downward sloping representation of price-quantity pairs 

that can be cleared in a Forward Resource Auction for Unforced Capacity, corresponding 

to a set of resource requirement quantities, in MWs, for Competitive Retail Demand for 

the Transmission Provider region and for LRZs with Competitive Retail Demand. 

Variance Analysis:  Additional analysis performed by the Transmission Provider: (i) on a 

Competitive Transmission Project regarding its scope and schedule when certain 

circumstances or events significantly affect the Competitive Transmission Project or 

Selected Proposal; or (ii) regarding the Selected Developer(s) when certain circumstances 

or events significantly affect the Selected Developer(s). 

Virtual Bid:  A bid to purchase Energy that is not backed by physical Load that is submitted in 

the Transmission Provider’s Day Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market in 

accordance with the procedures and requirements of this Tariff. 

Virtual Energy:  Energy purchased and/or sold in the Day Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve 

Market that is not backed by real assets such as Load or Generation Resources. 

Virtual Megawatt Hour Limit (Virtual MWh Limit):  The limit on MWh of Virtual Bids and 

Virtual Supply Offers that may be submitted by a Tariff Customer on a given Operating 

Day, as established and modified pursuant to Section IV.A of Attachment L of this Tariff. 

Virtual Supply Offer:  An Offer to sell Energy that is not backed by a physical Resource that is 

submitted in the Transmission Provider’s Day Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve 
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MISO 1.V 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - V 

MODULES 36.0.0, 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Market in accordance with the procedures and requirements of this Tariff. 

Virtual Transactions:  Transactions related to Virtual Demand Bids and/or Virtual Supply 

Offers.  

Voltage and Local Reliability Commitment:  A Transmission Provider issued Resource 

commitment in addition to, or in lieu of, commitments resulting from the Security 

Constrained Unit Commitment in the Day-Ahead Energy and Operating Reserve Market 

or any Reliability Assessment Commitment, in order to mitigate issues with Transmission 

System voltage or other local reliability concerns.  These Resource commitment 

requirements are established prior to or during an Operating Day and are based on 

projected local reliability requirements, operational considerations, and generation and 

transmission outages.  VLR Commitments will be based on Operating Guides for 

recurring voltage and local reliability requirements, but an Operating Guide is not 

required prior to a Resource commitment being designated as a VLR Commitment.  

Resource commitments to relieve a potential or actual IROL violation will not be 

designated in this category. 

Voltage and Local Reliability Commitment Allocation Ratio:  The ratio of RSG costs associated 

with Voltage and Local Reliability Commitments allocated to Local Balancing Authority 

Areas.  The ratio is determined by the Transmission Provider as described in Schedule 44 

of this Tariff. 

Voltage and Local Reliability Local Balancing Authority Area Share:  The pro rata allocation 

to each Local Balancing Authority Area of Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee Charges 

associated with Voltage and Local Reliability Commitments.  The Voltage and Local 
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MISO 1.V 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - V 

MODULES 36.0.0, 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Reliability Local Balancing Authority Area Share will be determined by the 

Transmission Provider as described in Schedule 44 of this Tariff. 

Voltage and Reactive Power Coordination Procedures:  The procedures that the Transmission 

Provider and the Congestion Management Customer shall establish to ensure the reactive 

power support necessary to maintain transmission voltages within limits that are 

established by the Transmission Provider, which are measured in MVAR.  

ER17-284 Tab D Redline Tarrifs

224a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M

m02014
Highlight



MISO 1.Z 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - Z 

MODULES 30.0.0, 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Zonal Deliverability Charge (ZDC):  A positive charge per ZRC associated with ZRCs in a 

FRAP or a FFRAP that may be assessed to an LSE based upon the congestion 

contribution to the constraints between LRZs of any ZRCs that are located outside of the 

LRZ where the LSE has Load. 

ZDC Hedge:  The mechanism that permits an LSE to avoid Zonal Deliverability Charge 

assessments through the investment in new or upgraded Transmission System facilities 

which are a  result of approved firm transmission service requests where the LSE’s 

Planning Resource and the LSE’s Demand are in separate LRZs. 

Zonal Contingency Reserve Requirement:  The minimum amount of Contingency Reserve the 

Transmission Provider shall procure within a Reserve Zone as determined based upon 

Reserve Zone Studies. 

Zonal Operating Reserve:  Operating Reserve that is available on a Reserve Zone basis. 

Zonal Operating Reserve Demand Curve:  A series of quantity/price points as defined in 

Schedule 28 that is used to calculate the Shadow Price of a particular Operating Reserve 

requirement constraint when there is a shortage of Operating Reserve cleared on a 

Reserve Zone basis.  

Zonal Operating Reserve Requirement:  The sum of the Zonal Contingency Reserve 

Requirement and Zonal Regulating Reserve Requirement. 

Zonal Regulating Reserve:  Regulating Reserve that is available on a Reserve Zone basis. 

Zonal Regulating and Spinning Reserve Demand Curve:  A series of quantity/price points as 

defined in Schedule 28 that is utilized to calculate the Zonal Regulating and Spinning 

Reserve constraint Shadow Price when there is a shortage of the Zonal Regulating and 
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MISO 1.Z 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - Z 

MODULES 30.0.0, 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Spinning Reserve cleared. 

Zonal Regulating Reserve and Spinning Reserve Requirement:  The amount of Zonal 

Regulating and Spinning Reserve the Transmission Provider is required to procure on a 

Transmission Provider Region-wide basis in accordance with Applicable Reliability 

Standards. 

Zonal Regulating Reserve Demand Curve:  A series of quantity/price points as defined in 

Schedule 28 that is utilized to calculate the Shadow Price of the Regulating Reserve 

requirement constraint when there is a shortage of Regulating Reserve cleared on a 

Reserve Zone basis. 

Zonal Regulating Reserve Requirement:  The minimum amount of Regulating Reserve the 

Transmission Provider needs to procure within a Reserve Zone as determined based upon 

Reserve Zone Studies.  

Zonal Resource Credit (ZRC):  A MW unit of Planning Resource which has been converted 

from a MW of Unforced Capacity to a credit in the MECT, which is eligible to be offered 

by a Market Participant into the PRA or the FRA, to be sold bilaterally, and/or to be 

submitted through a Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan or a Forward Fixed Resource 

Adequacy Plan. 

ZRC Offer:  An offer into the PRA or the FRA of ZRCs by a Market Participant. 

Zonal Spinning Reserve Requirement:  The minimum amount of Spinning Reserve the 

Transmission Provider needs to procure within a Reserve Zone as determined based on a 

percentage of the Zonal Contingency Reserve Requirements where such a percentage 

adheres to Applicable Reliability Standards. 
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MISO 1.Z 

FERC Electric Tariff Definitions - Z 

MODULES 30.0.0, 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Zonal Supplemental Reserve Requirement:  The minimum amount of Supplemental Reserve the 

Transmission Provider needs to procure within a Reserve Zone as determined based upon 

Zonal Contingency Reserve Requirement and Zonal Spinning Reserve Requirement from 

Reserve Zone Studies. 

Zone:  A set of Buses in a geographic area as determined by the Transmission Provider. 
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MISO 53.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Conditions, Functions or Actions Monitored 

MODULES 30.0.0, 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

The IMM will achieve the purposes and objectives of this Plan through review and analysis of 

conditions, functions or actions affecting the competitiveness, economic efficiency and proper 

operation of the Markets and Services, including but not limited to, the following to the extent 

each may be deemed relevant to the purposes and objectives of this Plan by the IMM:  

a. The schedules and Offers submitted for and actual dispatch of Generation

Resources, Stored Energy Resources, Intermittent Resources, Dispatchable

Intermittent Resources, Demand Resources, BTMG and Demand Response

Resource – Type I and Demand Response Resource – Type II in or affecting any

of the Markets and Services.

b. Conduct affecting the Forward Resource Auction or the Planning Resource

Auction, including, but not limited to, economic withholding of ZRC Offers

and/or physical withholding of ZRC Offers, other than ZRCs, into the FRA or the

PRA;

c. The provision of Transmission Services and rights by the Transmission Provider,

including but not limited to estimating and posting of Available Transfer

Capability (“ATC”), administration of the Tariff, the operation and maintenance

of the Transmission System, the auctions and other markets for transmission

rights, and the reservation and scheduling of Transmission Service;

d. Other information relating to collusive or other anticompetitive or inefficient

behavior in or affecting any of the Markets and Services;
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MISO 53.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Conditions, Functions or Actions Monitored 

MODULES 30.0.0, 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

e. Competitive or other market impacts of tariffs and agreements, or other rules,

standards or procedures, or any other Transmission Provider or Market Participant

actions governing or affecting any of the Markets and Services;

f. The nature and extent, causes of, and costs of and charges for transmission

congestion in the Transmission Provider Region or, to the extent practicable,

transmission congestion on any other system that affects any of the Markets and

Services;

g. The need for and efficacy of appropriate penalty charges or other corrective

actions to be submitted to and approved by FERC to address:  a) competitive

problems, b) violations or failures to comply with any tariff or services agreement

that have material effects on the Markets and Services, or c) market flaws;

h. The conduct of the MISO Balancing Authority or Local Balancing Authorities,

including a) affiliate favoritism or preference, b) operating in an unduly

discriminatory manner, or c) anti-competitive behavior that could result in

harmful market impacts to Transmission Provider customers;

i. Inefficient scheduling of expanded congestion cost hedges into an NCA; and

j. To the extent practicable, conditions or events outside the MISO Balancing

Authority Area affecting the supply and demand for, and the quantity and price

of, products or services sold or to be sold in any of the markets administered,

coordinated, or facilitated by the Transmission Provider.
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MISO 64.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Thresholds for Identifying Physical Withholding 

MODULES 35.0.0, 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

a. Except as specified in subsection (e) below, the following initial thresholds will be

employed by the IMM to identify physical withholding of a Generation Resource or

Stored Energy Resource:

i. Withholding more than the lower of 5 percent or 200 MW of the total capability

owned or controlled by a Market Participant and its Affiliates; or

ii. Operating a unit in real-time at an output level that is less than 90 percent of the

Transmission Provider’s Dispatch Instructions for the unit.

b. The amounts of generating Capacity considered withheld for purposes of applying the

foregoing thresholds shall include deratings or outages of generating or Stored Energy

Resource Capacity that is economic and is physically capable of operating, and any

portions of a Generation or Stored Energy Resource’s available output that is not

scheduled, Offered or is economically withheld under the thresholds in Section 64.1.2.

c. The foregoing thresholds are intended to ensure that mitigation only be applied to

significant instances of locational market power resulting from one (1) or more Binding

Transmission Constraints or Binding Reserve Zone Constraints associated with a Broad

Constrained Area.

d. The following threshold will be employed by the IMM to identify physical withholding

by a supplier of Planning Resources from the Forward Resource Auction or the Planning

Resource Auction: withholding of more than the Physical Withholding Threshold

Quantity of resources under the supplier’s ownership or control from the Forward

Resource Auction or the Planning Resource Auction.
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MISO 64.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Thresholds for Identifying Physical Withholding 

MODULES 35.0.0, 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

i. The Physical Withholding Threshold Quantity for a Market Participant shall

initially be set at fifty (50) MW for each LRZ.  The physical withholding

threshold for RAR will apply per Market Participant and not per corporation.

ii. The IMM may modify the Physical Withholding Threshold Quantity by a

Commission filing if it determines that the current threshold is not effective in

mitigating suppliers’ ability to affect prices in the Forward Resource Auction or

the Planning Resource Auction, or that the current threshold is unreasonably

restrictive.

iii. The IMM will seek comment from the Market Participants before making a filing

to alter the Physical Withholding Threshold Quantity.   Subject to any applicable

confidentiality requirements, the IMM will provide any interested stakeholders

with a description of its supporting analysis to allow comment on proposed

designation changes.

iv. The Transmission Provider shall obtain the prior approval of the Commission for

any change to the Physical Withholding Threshold Quantity. The Transmission

Provider shall submit to the Commission the analysis supporting any such change.

e. A transmission facility shall be deemed physically withheld if:  (a) it is scheduled out of

service for technical reasons that are not true or cannot be verified, (b) due to the actions

of Transmission Operators, the IMM has identified a pattern of scheduling outages

resulting in increased market costs compared to an alternative and lower cost impact

outage schedule.  If such actions are identified, the IMM shall report such findings to the

Commission and the Transmission Provider within thirty (30) days, or (c) it is not
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MISO 64.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Thresholds for Identifying Physical Withholding 

MODULES 35.0.0, 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

operated in accordance with Transmission Provider’s Dispatch Instructions and such 

failure to conform to Transmission Provider’s Dispatch Instructions causes a Binding 

Transmission Constraint or a Binding Reserve Zone Constraint.  A transmission facility 

shall not be deemed withheld if it is subject to a forced outage or is out of service for 

maintenance in accordance with a maintenance schedule approved by the Transmission 

Provider.   

f. The minimum quantity thresholds in Section 64.1.1.a shall apply to the identification of

physical withholding by a Generation Resource or Stored Energy Resource in a Broad

Constrained Area.  With respect to a Narrow Constrained Area, the identification of

physical withholding by a Generation Resource or Stored Energy Resource shall be made

when such Resource engages in any of the activities described in Section 64.1.1.a,

without regard to any minimum quantity of that activity.

g. Market Participants with excess capacity can refuse to submit ZRC Offers into the

Forward Resource Auction or the Planning Resource Auction without being deemed to

have engaged in Physical Withholding by the IMM under the following circumstances:

i. Market Participants that sell their capacity bilaterally for delivery in the given

Planning Year before the Planning Resource Auction.

ii. Market Participants that sell their capacity bilaterally for delivery in the given

Planning Year after the Planning Resource Auction.

iii. Market Participants that designate their capacity to satisfy their own capacity

requirements through a Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan for the given Planning

Year.
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MISO 64.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Thresholds for Identifying Physical Withholding 

MODULES 35.0.0, 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

iv. Market Participants that export their capacity to another area at a capacity price

that is comparable to or higher than the expected capacity price.

v. Market Participants whose capacity is not economic to sell in the Transmission

Provider Region.

vi. Market Participants whose withholding would not raise prices (i.e., suppliers that

do not have market power).

vii. Market Participants that have a total amount of un-offered capacity less than the

stated quantity threshold in Section 64.1.1.d.i.

viii. Market Participants that export their capacity to another area outside of the

Transmission Provider Region to serve their own capacity requirements

associated with their load located in that area.

ix. For the Planning Resource Auction for the 2015-16 Planning Year, Market

Participants that have submitted an Attachment Y Notice with the date to Retire

or Suspend beginning on or after March 31, 2015 and by May 31, 2016, and for

which the Transmission Provider has determined that a SSR Agreement is not

necessary, in accordance with Section 38.2.7, prior to the deadline for submitting

ZRC Offers.

x. Market Participants with capacity in Suspend status that is not offered as part of

the Forward Resource Auction or the Planning Resource Auction because

operation of that Capacity would be contrary to applicable law, regulation, or

court or agency order (such as a state regulatory order pertaining to non-operation

of a generator, settlement with an environmental agency, or a consent decree
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MISO 64.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Thresholds for Identifying Physical Withholding 

MODULES 35.0.0, 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

approved by a court).  Documentation of such circumstances shall be provided by 

the Market Participant to the IMM, and the IMM shall provide a written 

explanation of its determination to the Market Participant regarding such 

documentation upon request. 

xi. Market Participants with capacity in Suspend status that cannot, regardless of

cost, be returned to operation within thirty (30) Calendar Days after the start of

the Planning Year.  Documentation of such circumstances shall be provided by

the Market Participant to the IMM, and the IMM shall provide a written

explanation of its determination to the Market Participant regarding such

documentation upon request.
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MISO 64.1.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Reference Levels 

MODULES 38.0.0, 39.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

a. Reference Levels are intended to reflect a Generation Resource’s or Stored Energy

Resource’s marginal costs, including legitimate risk and opportunity costs or justifiable

technical characteristics for physical Offer parameters.  A Reference Level for each

component of a Generation Resource’s Offer shall be calculated using the first of the

three methods for which sufficient information is available, following the order in which

they are listed below.

i. The lower of the mean or the median of a unit’s accepted Offers or Offer

components in competitive periods over the previous 90 days for similar hours or

Load levels, adjusted for changes in fuel prices;

ii. The mean of the LMP or applicable MCP at the unit’s location during the lowest-

priced twenty-five percent (25%) of the hours that the unit was dispatched (or

scheduled for Operating Reserve) over the previous 90 days for similar hours or

Load levels, adjusted for changes in fuel prices; or a level determined in

consultation with the Market Participant submitting the Offer or Offers at issue

and intended to reflect a unit’s marginal costs, including legitimate risks and

opportunity costs, or justifiable technical characteristics for physical Offer

parameters, provided such consultation has occurred prior to the occurrence of the

conduct being examined.  Such consultation may be initiated by either the IMM

or the Market Participant.

b. If sufficient data does not exist to calculate a Reference Level on the basis of either of the

first two methods and the third is not applicable or an attempt to determine a Reference
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MISO 64.1.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Reference Levels 

MODULES 38.0.0, 39.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Level in consultation with a Market Participant has not been successful, the IMM shall 

determine a Reference Level on the basis of: 

i. The IMM’s estimate of the costs of a Generation Resource or technical

characteristics of a Generation Resource for physical Offer parameters, taking

into account available operating costs data, appropriate input from the Market

Participant, and the best information available to the IMM; or

ii. An appropriate average of competitive Offers of one (1) or more similar

Generation Resources.

c. Reference Levels for the Energy Offers of a Generation Resource may vary over the

output range of the Generation Resource.  Reference Levels may be shifted to recognize

ambient temperature conditions or seasonal factors based on input provided to the IMM

by the Market Participant.

d. Reference Levels for Reserves offered by a Stored Energy Resource will be calculated as

follows:

Where: 

i. Reference Energy Storage Loss Quantity = the mean of the Non-Excessive

Energy (MWh/ Hr), in all periods in which the Resource was scheduled to provide

Regulating Reserves over the prior 90 days.

ii. Quantity of Regulation or Reserves Offered = the mean of the Regulation or

Reserves provided in all periods in which the Resource was scheduled to provide

Regulating Reserves over the prior 90 days.
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MISO 64.1.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Reference Levels 

MODULES 38.0.0, 39.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

iii. Expected Storage Loss Price = the maximum Day Ahead LMP in the 24 hour

period for the operating day at the location of the Stored Energy Device.

e. Initial Reference Levels for Zonal Resource Credit Offers will be set at $0/MW-day.

f. Facility-specific Reference Level may be established if a Market Participant provides

documentation of Going-Forward Costs of keeping a Generation Resource in operation or

Going-Forward Costs for returning a Generation Resource from a Suspend status.

i. For purposes of this section, “Going-Forward Costs” shall mean either:

(a) the annual costs, including but not limited to mandatory capital expenditures

necessary to comply with federal or state environmental, safety or reliability 

requirements that must be met in order to supply Planning Resources, for each of 

the following instances, as applicable, of supplying Planning Resources that could 

be avoided if a supplier otherwise capable of supplying Planning Resources were 

either (1) to cease supplying Planning Resources and Energy for a period of one 

year or more while retaining the ability to re-enter such markets, or (2) to retire 

permanently from supplying Planning Resources and Energy; or  

(b) the net opportunity costs of foregone sales outside of MISO, net of costs that

would have been incurred as a result of the foregone sale if it had taken place.  To 

allow the Independent Market Monitor to verify the opportunity costs of foregone 

sales outside of MISO, a Market Participant must provide the Independent Market 

Monitor with documentation demonstrating the availability of a specific external 

opportunity, including any counter-party, as well as a demonstration of adequate 
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MISO 64.1.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Reference Levels 

MODULES 38.0.0, 39.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

transmission service.  The IMM shall respect the limits of such an external 

opportunity, such as the amount of available transmission service. 

ii. Beginning with the 2017/2018 Planning Year, the Transmission Provider and the

IMM shall determine the default technology-specific avoidable costs and post

them on the Transmission Provider’s website by no later than 59 days prior to the

deadline for offers to sell Planning Resources in the Forward Resource Auction or

the Planning Resource Auction.  The establishment of default technology-specific

avoidable costs does not preclude a Market Participant from using facility-specific

avoidable costs.  To determine the applicable technology-specific avoidable costs,

the IMM shall use the values in the table below, updated to the applicable

Planning Year by using the Consumer Price Index (Series ID

CUUROOOOSAOL1E or a similar successor).  The default technology-specific

avoidable costs shall be expressed in dollar values for the applicable Planning

Year.

Technology Type Avoidable Cost 

($/MW-Day) 

ICAP Basis 

Year Dollars 

Combustion Turbine – 

Industrial Frame 

$30.04 2011* 

Coal Fired $143.48 2011* 

Combined Cycle $36.99 2011* 

Combustion Turbine – 

Aero Derivative 

$33.80 2011* 

Diesel Piston $29.39 2011* 

Hydro $81.78 2011* 

Oil and Gas Steam $69.91 2011* 

Pumped Storage $25.69 2011* 

Wind $108.30 2013 

Nuclear $454.79 2015 

*values based upon PJM Tariff Attachment DD
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MISO 64.1.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Reference Levels 

MODULES 38.0.0, 39.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

To determine the default technology specific avoidable costs, the IMM shall apply 

the index series ending with the most recently available at the time of the 

calculation and starting with the value of the same month and in the year of the 

“Year Dollars” shown in the table above.  In the event that the start of the 

applicable Planning Year is more than six months after the index date of the most 

recently available index at the time of the calculation, additional whole years of 

escalation will be applied based on the ten-year average index change.  Additional 

years forward trigger additional escalation in the same fashion. 

The values in the table above reflect an Installed Capacity (ICAP) basis.  The 

IMM will adjust these values unit by unit to an Unforced Capacity (UCAP) basis 

as Market Participants elect to use these default avoidable costs.  

The values in the table above will be reviewed and updated, if necessary, by the 

Transmission Provider and the IMM in the Transmission Provider’s stakeholder 

process following an update to the PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. Avoidable Cost 

Rate. 

iii. A Planning Resource supplier’s Going-Forward Costs shall be determined upon

the request of the Market Participant responsible for an Electric Facility to the

IMM, provided such request is made not later than 45 days prior to the deadline

for offers to sell Planning Resources in the Planning Resource Auction, and
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MISO 64.1.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Reference Levels 

MODULES 38.0.0, 39.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

provided such request is supported by a submission showing the supplier’s 

relevant costs in accordance with specifications provided by the IMM.  Such 

submission shall show:  (1) the nature, amount and determination of any claimed 

Going-Forward Cost; and (2) that the cost would be avoided if the Capacity 

supplier is taken out of service, not returned to service from Suspend status, or 

retired, as applicable.  The relevant cost can include both capital and non-capital 

avoidable costs.  The Market Participant has the option of using the default 

technology specific avoidable costs in place of the non-capital portion of the 

avoidable costs.  A Market Participant shall request an updated determination of 

the Going-Forward Costs not less often than annually, in the absence of which 

request the Capacity supplier’s offer cap shall revert to the Reference Level.  An 

updated determination of Going-Forward Costs may be undertaken by the ISO at 

any time on its own initiative after consulting with the Market Participant.  Any 

redetermination of a Capacity supplier’s Going-Forward Costs shall conform to 

the consultation and determination schedule specified in this paragraph.  The costs 

that a Capacity supplier would avoid as a result of retiring should only be 

included in its Going-Forward Costs if the owner or operator of that facility 

actually plans to mothball or retire it because the Capacity revenues it receives are 

not sufficient to cover those costs. 

iv. The IMM shall set the facility-specific Planning Resource Reference Level equal

to the annual Going Forward Costs per MW (utilizing information provided to the

IMM by the Market Participant and/or the default technology-specific avoidable
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MISO 64.1.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Reference Levels 

MODULES 38.0.0, 39.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

cost) less the annual net revenues the Generation Resource would have received 

from the Transmission Provider’s Energy and Ancillary Services Markets.  The 

net revenues shall be calculated by the IMM to equal the revenues paid by the 

Transmission Provider over the past 24 months for Energy and Ancillary Services 

minus the Reference Levels for the corresponding services times the quantities of 

the services sold divided by the product of two (2) times the Unforced Capacity 

quantity (MW) associated with the Electric Facility.  If the requirements in 

Section 64.1.4.f.iii are met, the IMM shall determine the level of the facility-

specific Planning Resource Reference Level not later than 5 days prior to the 

deadline for submitting offers to sell Planning Resources in the Planning 

Resource Auction. 

g. The IMM will make available to the Market Participant the Reference Levels applicable

to that Participant’s Offers upon request.  This shall include supplying facility-specific

Planning Resource Reference Level to the applicable Market Participants not later than

five (5) days prior to the deadline for submitting ZRC Offers under the Planning

Resource Auction.

h. Upon request by a Market Participant or at the initiative of the IMM, the IMM shall

consult with a Market Participant with respect to the Reference Levels determined for

that Market Participant.  If cost data or other information submitted by a Market

Participant indicates to the satisfaction of the IMM that the Reference Levels for that

Market Participant should be changed, revised Reference Levels shall be determined,

communicated to the Market Participant, and implemented, as soon as practicable.  The
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MISO 64.1.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Reference Levels 

MODULES 38.0.0, 39.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

IMM shall provide a written explanation of its determination to the Transmission 

Provider, and to the Market Participant upon request. 
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MISO 64.2.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Pivotal Supplier Test in the FRA 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Pivotal Supplier Test in the FRA 

The Pivotal Supplier Test will be conducted to determine whether a Market Participant is a 

Pivotal Supplier for the Sub-Regional Resource Zone's requirements, system-wide requirements, 

and local requirements in the CRS, to determine whether a Market Participant is a Pivotal 

Supplier.   
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MISO 68A.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Planning Reserve Margin Analysis 

MODULES 30.0.0, 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Planning Reserve Margin Analysis 

The Transmission Provider shall perform a technical analysis on an annual basis to establish the 

PRM for the Transmission Provider Region for the applicable PRA and FRA and the 

Transmission Provider will publish the results by November 1 preceding the applicable Planning 

Year.  The PRM analysis shall be consistent with Good Utility Practice and the reliability 

requirements of the REs and the applicable states in the Transmission Provider Region.  The 

PRM analysis shall consider factors including, but not limited to: the Generator Forced Outage 

rates of Capacity Resources, Generator Planned Outages, expected performance of Load 

Modifying Resources (LMR) and Energy Efficiency Resources, load forecast uncertainty, and 

the Transmission System’s import and export capability with external systems.  The 

Transmission Provider annually will calculate and publish on its website the estimated PRM for 

each of the next nine (9) subsequent Planning Years, to provide information for long-term 

resource planning, without establishing any enforceable specific resource planning reserve 

requirements. 
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MISO 68A.3.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Establishment of SRRZs, SRECs and SRICs 

MODULES 31.0.0, 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Establishment of SRRZs, SRECs and SRICs 

The Transmission Provider will establish and publish, on the Transmission Provider’s public 

website, SRRZs, SRECs and SRICs for the applicable PRA and FRA as soon as practical but no 

later than the first business day of March for the following Planning YearFebruary. 
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MISO 68A.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Establishment of CIL and CEL Limits 

MODULES 35.0.0, 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Establishment of CIL and CEL Limits 

On or before November 1st of each year, the Transmission Provider will determine preliminary 

values for the CIL and CEL for the applicable PRA and FRA for each of the LRZs for the 

following Planning Year by considering factors, including but not limited to, the following 

elements: (1) existing and planned Transmission System and Planning Resource additions; (2) 

transmission import and export capability; and (3) applicable NERC contingencies.  The 

Transmission Provider will model the physical location of Load and Planning Resources to 

determine the CIL and CEL for each LRZ.  Constraints that are identified as a result of 

determining the CIL and/or the CEL for each LRZ will be considered in the development of the 

MISO Transmission Expansion Plan (MTEP) in accordance with Attachment FF. 

The CIL values will be a total transfer capacity value that is neutral to exports from MISO 

capacity to non-MISO load; that is, CIL will be equal to the base interchange plus the 

incremental transfer capacity in a model where the exporting units are not dispatched to non-

MISO load.  Prior to the Forward Resource Auction, Tthese values will be updated, if needed, no 

later than eight (8) Business Days before the last Business Day in February, due to changes to 

firm capacity commitments from MISO resources to neighboring regions.  pPrior to the Planning 

Resource Auction, these values will be updated, if needed,  but no later than eight (8) Business 

Days before the last Business Day in March, due to changes to firm capacity commitments from 

MISO resources to neighboring regions prior to the Planning Resource Auction. 
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MISO 68A.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Establishment of Local Reliability Requirement 

MODULES 31.0.0, 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Establishment of Local Reliability Requirement 

By November 1st prior to a Planning Year, the Transmission Provider will establish a Local 

Reliability Requirement (LRR) metric for the applicable PRA and FRA for each LRZ to 

determine the quantity of Unforced Capacity needed such that the LRZ would achieve an LOLE 

of 0.1 day per year, without consideration of the benefit of the LRZ’s CIL.  The LRR will be 

determined using the LOLE analysis by either adding or removing capacity until the LOLE 

reaches 0.1 day per year for the LRZ.  If the LOLE is less than 0.1 day per year, a perfect 

negative unit with zero forced outage rate will be added until the LOLE reaches 0.1 day per year. 

If the LOLE is greater than 0.1 day per year, proxy units based on a unit of typical size and 

forced outage rate will be added to the model until the LOLE reaches 0.1 day per year. 

The Transmission Provider will model the physical location of Load and Planning Resources to 

determine the LRR for each LRZ.  The minimum amount of capacity above the Local Resource 

Zone Peak Demand in the LRZ required to meet the reliability criteria will be used to establish 

the LRR. 

The per unit LRR for the applicable PRA and FRA in each LRZ initially will be established as 

the ratio of the LRR over the Local Resource Zone Peak Demand modeled in the LOLE study.  

An LRZ’s LRR for the applicable PRA and FRA shall be calculated by multiplying the per unit 

LRR for the LRZ times the forecasted Local Resource Zone Peak Demand as provided by LSEs 

or EDCs, or as developed by the Transmission Provider for the applicable PRA and FRA, 

pursuant to Section 69A.1. 
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MISO 68A.6 

FERC Electric Tariff Establishment of Local Clearing Requirement 

MODULES 31.0.0, 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Establishment of Local Clearing Requirement 

The Transmission Provider will establish the Local Clearing Requirement for each LRZ by 

subtracting the LRZ’s CIL from the LRZ’s LRR. (e.g., LCRz1 = LRRz1 – Capacity Import Limitz1 

– non-pseudo tied exports), where non-pseudo tied exports are MISO resources that have firm

capacity commitments to neighboring regions.  The LCR values will be updated if needed prior 

to the Planning Resource Auction and Forward Resource Auction due to changes to firm 

capacity commitments from MISO resources to neighboring regions prior to the Planning 

Resource Auction and Forward Resource Auction and/or changes in the exporting units expected 

to pseudo-tied from the MISO footprint. 
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MISO 69A.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Forecasted Demand Identification 

MODULES 32.0.0, 33.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

a. The Demand forecasts required in Section 69A.1 shall include: (1) the annual Coincident

Peak Demand within each LBA area in the Transmission Provider Region for the applicable 

PRA and FRA upcoming Planning Year; (2) the monthly non-coincident peak Demand and net 

Energy for Load within each LBA area, for the upcoming Planning Year and the following 

Planning Year; (3) the non-coincident peak Demand and net Energy for Load within each LBA 

area, for each Summer and Winter Season, for the eight Planning Years subsequent to the two for 

which monthly values are provided in (2); and (4) the available annual Local Resource Zone 

Peak Demand within each LBA area in the Local Resource Zone for the upcoming Planning 

Yearapplicable PRA and FRA.  All of these forecasts shall be submitted by November 1
st
 prior

to each Planning Year conducting the PRA and FRA, as applicable, and shall be consistent with 

Good Utility Practice.  Forecast providers shall use the MECT or other means described in the 

BPM for Resource Adequacy to submit the requisite information.  Details regarding the items 

required in the Demand forecasts submittal are in the BPM for Resource Adequacy.   

b. The supplied Coincident Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak Demand forecasts

shall include the Demand expected for the forecast time period (e.g. the Coincident Peak 

Demand hour) augmented to include the normal Demand from forecasted Demand Resources, 

whether registered or not registered with the Transmission Provider.  Such forecasts shall include 

Demand that would have occurred but for the existence of Energy Efficiency Resources that 

have been in operation less than four (4) years.  All submissions for such forecast values shall 

include distribution losses, but not transmission losses.  The Transmission Provider will be 

responsible for the calculation of the applicable transmission losses for the forecasts provided 

and for annually publishing such values for each LBA on its website by October 1, as specified 
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MISO 69A.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Forecasted Demand Identification 

MODULES 32.0.0, 33.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

in Section 68A.8 and the BPM for Resource Adequacy. 

c. In order to assist with the development of the Coincident Peak Demand and Local

Resource Zone Peak Demand forecasts, the Transmission Provider will make available the 

historical monthly peak hours for each of the four months June through September, since 2005, 

or as available, for the Transmission Provider Region and for each Local Resource Zone.  On or 

before March 1
st
 of each year, the Transmission Provider will review a sampling of submitted

Demand forecast methodologies and inputs to ensure accuracy and consistency, in accordance 

with the BPM for Resource Adequacy.  If the Transmission Provider determines that the 

Demand forecast methodologies are inaccurate or inconsistent, the Transmission Provider shall 

work with the applicable LSEs to reconcile such issues.  If reconciliation is not achieved, or if 

Local Resource Zone Peak Demand forecasts are not available, then the Transmission Provider 

will provide the required forecast values. 

d. All Coincident Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak Demand forecasts shall

reflect a 50% probability that the Demand will not exceed the forecasted Demand for the 

relevant period (e.g., annually for Coincident Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak 

Demand, and monthly for non-coincident peak Demand). 

e. If an EDC uses the preferred default method in Section 69A.1.2.1, then the EDC must

provide both the Transmission Provider and the respective LSEs with each retail customer’s peak 

load contribution (“PLC”), including transmission losses and PRM as determined by the 

Transmission Provider, in the EDC’s service territory by December 15
th

.  If an EDC uses the

daily peak load default methodology in Section 69A.1.2.1, then the EDC must provide both the 

Transmission Provider and each of the respective LSEs with the LSE’s historic share of the 
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MISO 69A.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Forecasted Demand Identification 

MODULES 32.0.0, 33.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

EDC’s Coincident Peak Demand, by December 15
th

.  At least five (5) Business Days before

January 15, LSEs must notify the EDC and the Transmission Provider if they disagree with the 

EDC calculated PLC value. 

f. If an LSE knows it will gain a wholesale customer by the beginning of the next Planning

Year, then that LSE may provide the Transmission Provider with the Coincident Peak Demand 

and the Local Resource Zone Peak Demand forecast for such acquired load by November 1.  In 

all other cases, the existing Market Participant serving such wholesale customer shall provide the 

Transmission Provider by November 1
st
 with the Market Participant’s forecast of the wholesale

customer’s Coincident Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak Demand.  
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MISO 69A.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Planning Resource Capacity Values 

MODULES 30.0.0, 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Planning Resource Capacity Values  

In order for the Transmission Provider to account for resource performance and availability, 

Capacity Resources will be given capacity values based on Unforced Capacity for the applicable 

PRA and FRA; LMRs will be given capacity values which recognize historical performance and 

availability; and EE Resources will be given capacity values based on the measurement and 

verification data provided for such resources, as provided in the BPM for Resource Adequacy. 
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MISO 69A.4.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Unforced Capacity of Capacity Resources 

MODULES 30.0.0, 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Unforced Capacity of Capacity Resources  

The Transmission Provider will determine the Unforced Capacity for each Capacity Resource for 

the applicable PRA and FRA. 

a. The Unforced Capacity for a Capacity Resource that is a Generation Resource,

but not a Dispatchable Intermittent Resource or Intermittent Generation, is based

on an evaluation of the type and volume of interconnection service, GVTC value,

and XEFORd value of such Generation Resource.  Generation Resources that are

not required to report generator availability data will have a forced outage rate

based on the class average forced outage rate of its resource type.  The Unforced

Capacity for a Dispatchable Intermittent Resource or Intermittent Generation will

be determined by the Transmission Provider based on historical performance,

availability, and type and volume of interconnection service, in accordance with

the BPM for Resource Adequacy.

b. The Unforced Capacity for a Capacity Resource that is an External Resource is

based on the GVTC value and XEFORd values of such External Resource.

External Resources that are not required to report generator availability data will

have a forced outage rate based on the class average forced outage rate of the

resource type.

c. The Transmission Provider will determine the appropriate capacity value for DRR

that qualifies as a Capacity Resource and that interrupts or controls Load, based

upon historical performance and availability.
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MISO 69A.4.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Unforced Capacity of Capacity Resources 

MODULES 30.0.0, 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

d. The Transmission Provider will determine the Unforced Capacity for each DRR

that qualifies as a Capacity Resource and that is a behind the meter generation

facility based on an evaluation of the GVTC value and XEFORd values of such

behind the meter generation facility. If such behind the meter generation facility is

interconnected to the Transmission System, the Transmission Provider will

consider the type and volume of interconnection service when determining the

Unforced Capacity. If the Market Participant is not required to provide generator

availability data it will have a forced outage rate based on the class average forced

outage rate of the resource type.

e. The Unforced Capacity for a Capacity Resource that is a Dispatchable

Intermittent Resource or Intermittent Generation will be determined by the

Transmission Provider based on historical performance, availability, and type and

volume of interconnection service, in accordance with the BPM for Resource

Adequacy.
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MISO 69A.4.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Attributes of ZRCs 

MODULES 30.0.0, 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Attributes of ZRCs  

A Market Participant that owns or possesses equivalent contractual rights to a qualified Planning 

Resource can convert the Unforced Capacity of the Resource (Unforced Capacity MW) into 

ZRCs through the MECT in order to offer such ZRCs into a PRA or an FRA.  Market 

Participants also can unconvert and/or transfer ZRCs through the MECT to another Market 

Participant, as described in the BPM for Resource Adequacy. 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 36.0.0, 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

PRA Procedures 

a. Participating ZRCs in an LRZ:  All Market Participants that own or have

operational control of Planning Resources that are located within an LRZ and have 

converted Unforced Capacity to ZRCs, will have an option to (consistent with 

withholding provisions) submit offers into the PRA for such ZRCs, to the extent that the 

Market Participant has not opted out of the PRA by submitting a FRAP, as described in 

Section 69A.9.  Owners of jointly-owned facilities can individually offer their share of 

any such resources into the PRA, either as self-schedule price takers or with specific 

offers, or use their share of such resources as part of their FRAPs.  These ZRC Offers 

must be submitted in price/quantity pairs on a monotonically increasing basis expressed 

as MW-day and must consist of a stepped ZRC Offer curve of up to five (5) segments for 

each Planning Resource.  ZRC Offers shall be submitted to the Transmission Provider via 

the MECT during the PRA offer window.  Only ZRCs that are not otherwise committed 

for the remainder of the Planning Year are permitted to participate in either the PRA or a 

TPRA.  The PRA offer window shall begin at 12:01 am EST three (3) Business Days 

before the last Business Day in March and shall end at 11:59 pm EST on the last 

Business Day in March.  The price associated with these ZRC Offers cannot exceed the 

CONE value for the LRZ where the ZRC is sourced.  Owners of ZRCs may bilaterally 

sell or buy ZRCs; however if a ZRC has cleared in the auction, the Market Participant 

that registered  the Planning Resource that is the subject of such ZRC shall be responsible 

for complying with all Tariff  requirements.  The Independent Market Monitor will 

review the actions of owners/operators of all qualified Unforced Capacity from Planning 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 36.0.0, 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Resources and conversion to ZRCs to evaluate potential withholding of Planning 

Resources from the PRA, consistent with Module D.  External Resources will be treated 

for PRA purposes as if they are located in the LRZ where their firm transmission sinks at 

the border of the Transmission Provider Region.  Generation Resources, Intermittent 

Generation and Dispatchable Intermittent Resources will have to meet the terms of 

Section 69A.3.1.g. 

b. Participating Demand:  All LSEs will be required to meet their PRMR through

the PRA process, unless they have: (i) opted out of the PRA pursuant to Section 69A.9, 

(ii) and/or have decided to pay the Capacity Deficiency Charge, and/or (iii) participated

in the Competitive Retail Solution, for such demand that participated in the Competitive 

Retail Solution.  LSEs can Self-Schedule ZRCs to meet their PRMR, consistent with the 

Self-Scheduling Option in Section 69A.7.8. The Transmission Provider will conduct the 

PRA based upon the total PRMR for the Transmission Provider Region minus the 

amount of PRMR associated with the Capacity Deficiency Charge, expressed as a fixed 

reliability target for all of the LSEs located within the Transmission Provider Region.   

c. Conducting the PRA:  The Transmission Provider will conduct the PRA using

the following auction procedures to determine the ACP for each LRZ.  The PRA shall be 

designed to commit resources equal to one hundred percent of the PRMR for each LSE, 

minus the amount of PRMR associated with the Capacity Deficiency Charge but 

including resources used in a FRAP, in each LRZ up to the total volume of offered ZRCs.  

All ZRCs offered at zero price will clear the PRA.  The PRA shall clear for each LRZ of 

the Transmission Provider Region.  A multi-zone optimization methodology shall be 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 36.0.0, 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

employed to simultaneously perform the following tasks: (1) conduct the PRA to clear 

ZRC Offers and satisfy the total PRMR for the Transmission Provider Region minus the 

amount of PRMR associated with the Capacity Deficiency Charge for each LRZ of the 

Transmission Provider Region to yield cleared ZRCs; (2) meet the LCR for each LRZ; 

and (3) efficiently use transmission transfer capability between LRZs; and (4) respect the 

SREC and SRIC for each SRRZ, if applicable. 

(i) Objective Function:  The objective of the multi-zone optimization

methodology shall be to minimize the as-offered overall costs of capacity 

procurement over the time horizon, subject to network constraints and SRICs and 

SRECs, if applicable. The overall costs will include the ZRC Offers of all 

Planning Resources selected for cleared ZRCs.  CILs to each LRZ are 

simultaneous to the extent that the import is concurrently simulated from all other 

LRZs and the system external to the Transmission Provider Region; and CELs are 

simultaneous to the extent that the export is concurrently simulated from each 

LRZ to all other LRZs and the system external to the Transmission Provider Region.  

Network constraints will be represented by an initial set of zonal CELs and CILs, 

driven by the dispatch from planning models.  The CELs and CILs will be 

reviewed by the Transmission Provider to determine if there are network loading 

violations when based on the geographical dispatch derived from the initial 

auction clearing.  If no network violation is indicated, then the auction results are 

final.  If a network violation is indicated, then reductions will be made to the 

affected export and import capabilities to avoid network violations and the 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 36.0.0, 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

auction will be cleared again with the new set of export and import capabilities.  

After a maximum of three (3) successive iterations to address network violations, 

the auction clearing iteration with the fewest megawatts of network violations will 

be deemed as the final auction result.  

(ii) Time Horizon: For purposes of clearing the system-wide PRMR the time

horizon is an hour, representing the projected maximum Coincident Peak 

Demand.  For a Local Resource Zone, the time horizon is the hour representing 

the Local Resource Zone Peak Demand, over the next Planning Year for the 

Transmission Provider Region.  Coincident Peak Demand is used to establish 

LSE’s PRMR while Local Resource Zone Peak Demand is used to establish an 

LRZ’s LRR. 

(iii) Capacity Market and Congestion Management:  The multi-zone

optimization methodology will perform congestion management simultaneously 

with the scheduling of capacity for the Planning Year.  Congestion management is 

the process where ZRCs are cleared to eliminate network constraint violations and 

to minimize the cost of serving Demand to meet applicable reliability standards. 

(iv) Model of Transmission Provider Transmission System:  The multi-zone

optimization methodology will enforce network constraints represented by CILs, 

CELs and LCRs that are obtained by using a model of the transmission system 

including Planning Resources and Demand which will be updated annually to 

reflect existing and planned transmission and generation projects.  Transmission 

and Planning Resources shall be modeled as part of the multi-zone optimization 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 36.0.0, 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

methodology to reflect their expected state during the Peak Hour of the 

Transmission Provider Region.  The model is of zonal form, which shall include 

all Planning Resources, Demand, and a representation of systems external to the 

Transmission Provider Region, and which will be consistent with seams 

agreements with neighboring regions.   

Network Constraints.  The multi-zone optimization methodology shall 

enforce constraints on transmission lines, transformers, and groups of 

transmission branches that compose transmission interfaces represented by 

LCR, CIL, and CEL. Most of these constraints shall represent thermal 

limits on the power flow through transmission facilities. Certain 

constraints may impose more restrictive limits on power flow, taking into 

account contingencies and typically represented through operating guides.   

Transmission Losses.  The multi-zone optimization methodology will 

clear ZRCs to cover transmission losses; the PRMR will include estimates 

of transmission losses in its calculation. 

(v) ACP Calculation:  The Auction Clearing Price (ACP) for an LRZ is the

marginal cost of serving the Demand in that LRZ. The ACP is composed of the 

system marginal cost of capacity, the marginal cost of financially binding LCR, 

CEL, and CIL for a LRZ, (i.e., network constraints that are active at the optimal 

solution prohibiting a lower cost outcome), and the marginal cost of financially 

binding SRECs and SRICs for SRRZs, if applicable.    The ACP for an LRZ will 

be based on the total PRMR for the LRZ minus any deficiency volumes of PRMR 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 36.0.0, 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

for an LSE that voluntarily chooses to not participate in the Planning Resource 

Auction.  The ACP is calculated by considering the next increment or decrement 

to Demand for each LRZ.  The Transmission Provider will calculate ACPs for 

each LRZ.  For accounting purposes, ACP will be expressed in dollars per 

megawatt-day ($/MW-day).  

(vi) ACP Inputs: Primary inputs to the ACP calculation are network

constraints represented by CIL, CEL, LCR, and other constraints established by 

the Transmission Provider associated with SRECs and SRICs for SRRZs in 

accordance with applicable seams agreements, coordination agreements, or 

transmission service agreements and the set of valid ZRC Offers, all cleared ZRC 

Offers from the applicable FRA modeled at a zero price, all ZRCs included in a 

FFRAP submitted for an FRA modeled at a zero price and the sum of: (1) total 

PRMR for the Transmission Provider Region minus the amount of PRMR 

associated with the Capacity Deficiency Charge for each LRZ, for demand that is 

non-Competitive Retail Demand; and (2) the quantity of demand as described in 

Section 69A.12.8.3.  Valid ZRC Offers may include offers from ZRCs converted 

from confirmed Unforced Capacity from Planning Resources.  ZRC Offers can be 

submitted as Self-Schedules, in accordance with Section 69A.7.8. 

(vii) ACP Outputs:  For non-zero ACPs, Resources that set the ACP in a LRZ

will be cleared in proportion to the amount of ZRCs necessary to meet the PRMR.  

When more than one resource is marginal and offered at the ACP, then all 

resources offered at the ACP are cleared pro rata up to the amount required to 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 36.0.0, 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

meet the reliability requirement.  This may result in a portion of multiple Resources 

clearing as the marginal resources that set the ACP. 

(viii) Eligibility Rules:  ACPs can be set by any ZRC Offers.

(ix) ACP for Shortage Conditions:  The ACP will be set at CONE when

there is an insufficient volume of valid ZRC Offers to cover LCR or the total 

PRMR for the LRZ minus the amount of PRMR associated with the Capacity 

Deficiency Charge for an LRZ.   

(x) Notification:  ACPs and total summarized cleared ZRC Offers determined

as described above shall be calculated and published by the Transmission 

Provider by 11:59 pm EST on the tenth Business Day following the last Business 

Day in March. 
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MISO MODULE E-3 

FERC Electric Tariff COMPETITIVE RETAIL SOLUTION 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 
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MISO 69A.12 

FERC Electric Tariff Competitive Retail Solution 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Competitive Retail Solution 

The Competitive Retail Solution described in Sections 69A.12 through 69A.12.12 (Module E-3) 

sets forth the terms and conditions governing the Competitive Retail Solution for demand in the 

Transmission Provider Region that is subject to competitive access for retail electric service as 

authorized by a RERRA.  As more fully set forth in this Module and the Business Practices 

Manuals, and in conjunction with the Module E-1, the Competitive Retail Solution provides: 

a. Requirements for the Competitive Retail Solution and participation options for

Competitive Retail Demand in the Transmission Provider Region in satisfying 

Coincident Peak Demand obligations for future Planning Years through forward 

processes; 

b. An auction mechanism to secure the forward commitment of ZRCs as necessary

to satisfy the portion of Competitive Retail Demand’s Resource Adequacy 

Requirements not satisfied through the Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan 

opt-out mechanism, in order to ensure the reliability of the Transmission Provider 

Region for future Planning Years; 

c. Long-term pricing signals for the investment in Planning Resources on behalf of

Competitive Retail Demand, including new Planning Resources, to ensure the 

reliability of the Transmission Provider Region; 

d. Representation of Competitive Retail Demand through a Variable Reliability

Target; 

e. Mechanisms by which demand may be opted out of the auction mechanism;
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MISO 69A.12 

FERC Electric Tariff Competitive Retail Solution 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

f. An interim mechanism to allow a phased-in implementation of the Competitive

Retail Solution with the conduct of Interim Forward Resource Auctions; 

g. Integration of results between the Forward Resource Auction and the Planning

Resource Auction to ensure the efficient allocation of resources to meet Resource 

Adequacy Requirements; and 

h. A settlement mechanism and cost allocation methodology to assure the

minimization of costs of utilization of the Transmission System. 
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MISO 69A.12.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Participation in the Competitive Retail Solution 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Participation in the Competitive Retail Solution  

All Competitive Retail Demand must participate in the Competitive Retail Solution through the 

Forward Resource Auction (FRA) process, unless the Competitive Retail Demand has opted out 

of the FRA process pursuant to Section 69A.12.1.2.  In the event that a RERRA establishes a 

long-term resource adequacy planning process for demand that is subject to Competitive Retail 

Choice, the RERRA may elect to opt the demand subject to Competitive Retail Choice out of the 

Competitive Retail Solution.   

For demand in a Competitive Retail Area that is not subject to Competitive Retail Choice, the 

RERRA may elect to opt demand into the Competitive Retail Solution as Competitive Retail 

Demand.   

In Competitive Retail Areas, the EDC and/or LSE shall provide its annual forecasted Coincident 

Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak Demand data for a commitment period three years 

in advance of the prompt Planning Year to be used by the Transmission Provider pursuant to 

Section 69A.1.1. 

Competitive Retail Demand participating in the Competitive Retail Solution is determined per 

the following methodology as described herein:  

a. Competitive Retail Demand: All Competitive Retail Demand will have its

system and local resource adequacy needs procured through the FRA process 

using system and local VRT, unless a LSE has opted-its demand out of the FRA 
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MISO 69A.12.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Participation in the Competitive Retail Solution 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

process pursuant to Section 69A.12.1.2.  Competitive Retail Demand will be 

determined for the FRA and PRA processes by demand reported in the EDC or 

LSE demand forecasts.  In Competitive Retail Areas, the RERRA must notify the 

Transmission Provider by November 1st prior to the conduct of the FRA of any 

demand that will opt out of the Competitive Retail Solution. In Competitive Retail 

Areas, the RERRA must notify the Transmission Provider by December 1st prior 

to the conduct of the FRA of any demand in a Competitive Retail Area that is not 

subject to Competitive Retail Choice, but that will be participating in the 

Competitive Retail Solution and deemed Competitive Retail Demand.  

Should a RERRA opt demand into the Competitive Retail Solution that is not 

subject to Competitive Retail Choice, such Competitive Retail Demand may not 

submit a Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan (FFRAP) for the applicable 

FRA. 

b. Materiality Requirement:  The Transmission Provider will determine if the

demand subject to Competitive Retail Choice for the applicable Planning Year is 

less than the Materiality Threshold for each LRZ.  The Materiality Threshold is a 

threshold quantity of demand equal to the greater of; a) a percentage of the 

system-wide PRMR calculated for the Planning Year, which has a .01 day impact 

on the system-wide loss of load expectation if its Planning Reserve Margin could 

not be procured; or b) 0.5% of MISO system-wide PRMR calculated for the 

Planning Year.  If the sum of the demand subject to Competitive Retail Choice in 
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MISO 69A.12.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Participation in the Competitive Retail Solution 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

an LRZ is less than, or equal to the Materiality Threshold, the demand in that 

LRZ will be excluded from participating in the applicable FRA.  Such demand 

remains subject to the requirements of Section 69A.  The Transmission Provider 

will publish any LRZs with demand subject to Competitive Retail Choice greater 

than the Materiality Threshold by December 1st.  The Transmission Provider will 

publish a list of LRZ(s) that will have demand represented in the next FRA for an 

applicable Planning Year within five (5) Business Days after the RERRA 

notification deadline of December 1. The Transmission Provider will publish if 

Competitive Retail Demand in an LRZ is not material for an applicable Planning 

Year by February 15 prior to the conduct of the FRA.   

The Transmission Provider will use Coincident Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak 

Demand for the Planning Year three years in advance of the prompt Planning Year that are 

submitted by an EDC pursuant to Section 69A.1.1 to administer the FRA process.  The 

Transmission Provider will settle the FRA process daily during the applicable Planning Year 

pursuant to Section 69A.1.1.  The Transmission Provider will initially allocate appropriate 

portions of the total procured ZRCs using the Variable Reliability Target applicable pursuant to 

Section 69A.1.2.1, and re-assign debits caused by customer switching between suppliers to the 

appropriate LSEs. 

The Transmission Provider will enforce the Variable Reliability Targets, CIL, CEL, SREC and 

SRIC for the Transmission Provider region and for each LRZ and Sub-regional Resource Zone 
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MISO 69A.12.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Participation in the Competitive Retail Solution 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

with Competitive Retail Demand in the FRA.  A FRA ACP will be determined through the FRA 

process for each LRZ and the FRA ACP will be used to credit Market Participants that own 

ZRCs that clear in the FRA and to debit LSEs for the volume of Forward UCAP Obligation 

pursuant to Section 69A.1.2.1.  The Transmission Provider shall provide an Authorized Agency, 

upon request, with relevant market information as available, subject to the data confidentiality 

provisions pursuant to Section 38.9 of the Tariff.  
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MISO 69A.12.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Participation Requirements in the CRS 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Demand Participation Requirements in the Competitive Retail Solution 

Competitive Retail Demand is required to participate in the Competitive Retail Solution, either 

through the Forward Resource Auction or by submitting a Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy 

Plan.  
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MISO 69A.12.1.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Opting Out of the Competitive Retail Solution 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Opting Out of the Competitive Retail Solution 

Competitive Retail Demand may be opted out of the Forward Resource Auction by: (a) An LSE 

selecting a Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan, or (b) A RERRA electing a Prevailing State 

Compensation Mechanism.  

a. An LSE serving Competitive Retail Demand may elect to opt out of the FRA, and

as a result, will not have its demand expressed as a Variable Reliability Target for 

the applicable FRA.  An LSE serving Competitive Retail Demand may elect to 

opt out of the FRA by submitting a Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan 

(FFRAP) to the Transmission Provider as described below:   

i. An LSE electing to opt its Competitive Retail Demand out of the FRA must

submit a Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan (FFRAP) for the applicable 

demand that would otherwise be represented in the FRA to the Transmission 

Provider by 11:59 PM EPT on the seventh (7) Business Day in February prior 

to conducting the FRA.  Such election requires an LSE to submit a FFRAP for 

the subsequent Planning Year until notification is provided to the 

Transmission Provider pursuant to Section 69A.12.1.12.a.vii. 

ii. Competitive Retail Demand that has submitted a FFRAP and opted out of the

FRA is precluded from participating in the PRA for the applicable Planning 

Year. 

iii. The Transmission Provider will determine the LSE’s Competitive Retail

Demand’s Planning Reserve Margin Requirement and the load-ratio share of 

the LCR by LRZ.   
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MISO 69A.12.1.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Opting Out of the Competitive Retail Solution 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

iv. For any fraction of Competitive Retail Demand that is opted out through an

FFRAP, the LSE must designate sufficient ZRCs for the applicable Planning 

Year, that also meet the equivalent fraction of the Competitive Retail 

Demand’s load-ratio share of the Local Clearing Requirements. 

v. If the LSE does not FFRAP its entire Planning Reserve Margin Requirement,

any undesignated demand shall participate in the FRA. 

vi. The Transmission Provider will review and approve all FFRAPs submitted for

the applicable FRA pursuant to Section 69A.9. 

vii. An LSE that submits a FFRAP and later elects to utilize the FRA is required

to notify the Transmission Provider by September 1 the year prior to the 

execution of the final FRA for which its demand is opted-out. 

viii. If an LSE submits a FFRAP for an FRA that is a reduced MW amount from

the previous FRA, the LSE must submit documentation supporting a reduction 

in retail customer demand that had been opted out of the FRA. The 

Transmission Provider will review the request to reduce the MW amount. In 

the event the Transmission Provider denies the request, the MW amount 

submitted for the previous FRA will remain. 

ix. An LSE that submits a FFRAP for an FRA must submit a FRAP for the PRA

for the applicable Planning Year for a MW amount that is equal to the amount 

submitted in the FFRAP.  

b. Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism
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MISO 69A.12.1.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Opting Out of the Competitive Retail Solution 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

i. In lieu of participation in the Forward Resource Auction, a RERRA may elect

a Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism for entities over which it has 

jurisdictional authority.  Such election shall be for a term as designated by the 

RERRA, or four consecutive Planning Years, whichever is greater.  

Competitive Retail Demand included in the Prevailing State Compensation 

Mechanism will not be included in the Forward Resource Auction. 

ii. A RERRA must notify the Transmission Provider no later than December 1
st

of its election of a Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism and identify 

any impacted entities that will be subject to the alternative participation 

method, and provide a copy of the order or approval establishing the 

Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism.  Notice requirements for the 

Interim Forward Resource Auctions are set forth in the Business Practices 

Manuals.  

iii. A RERRA must indicate, in its Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism,

the designated Market Participant(s) responsible for Competitive Retail 

Demand in the event that Competitive Retail Demand is not reflected in a 

Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan by an LSE that is a retail choice 

provider.  Competitive Retail Demand that is not reflected by a Forward Fixed 

Resource Adequacy Plan by a retail choice provider will be included in a 

Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan submitted for the PRA by the Market 

Participant(s) responsible for Competitive Retail Demand as designated by the 

RERRA.  
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MISO 69A.12.1.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Opting Out of the Competitive Retail Solution 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

iv. An LSE that is a retail choice provider situated in a jurisdiction that has

elected a Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism and that submits a 

Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan for its Competitive Retail Demand to 

the Transmission Provider by 11:59 PM EPT on the seventh (7) Business Day 

in February will not be subject to the Prevailing State Compensation 

Mechanism.   
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MISO 69A.12.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Planning Resource Requirements in the CRS 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Planning Resource Requirements in the Competitive Retail Solution 

As described below, a Generation Resource, External Resource, Demand Response Resource - 

Type I, Demand Response Resource - Type II, Intermittent Generation, Dispatchable Intermittent 

Resource, Use Limited Resource, Demand Resource, Behind the Meter Generation, or Energy 

Efficiency Resource is eligible to become a Planning Resource and participate in the Forward 

Resource Auction.  

The Transmission Provider will qualify Planning Resources for the applicable Planning Year, 

and will specify the processes in the Business Practices Manuals.  Planning Resources 

participating in the Forward Resource Auction must meet the requirements pursuant to Module 

E, unless specified below in Sections 69A.12.2.1 through 69A.12.2.15. 
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MISO 69A.12.2.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Generation Resources that are not DIRs 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Generation Resources that are not Dispatchable Intermittent Resources 

Generation Resources that are not Dispatchable Intermittent Resources are eligible to qualify as a 

Capacity Resource by a Market Participant and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction 

pursuant to the requirements in Section 69A.3.1.a. 
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MISO 69A.12.2.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Response Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Demand Response Resources 

DRR-Type I and DRR-Type II are eligible to qualify as a Capacity Resource by a Market 

Participant and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction pursuant to the requirements in 

Section 69A.3.1.b.  A DRR that interrupts or controls demand shall have its demand reduction 

capability determined based on attested capability using a nominated demand response value in a 

Demand Resource Capability Plan.  

Market Participants with Demand Response Resources must submit a Demand Reduction 

Capability Plan to the Transmission Provider and follow the Demand Response Capability Plan 

submittal and accreditation procedures.  
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MISO 69A.12.2.3 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Demand Resources   

Demand Resources are eligible to qualify as a Planning Resources by a Market Participant and 

may participate in the Forward Resource Auction pursuant to the requirements in Section 

69A.3.5, with demand reduction capability to be determined based on attested capability using a 

nominated demand response value in a Demand Resource Capability Plan.  

Market Participants with Demand Resources must submit a Demand Reduction Capability Plan 

to the Transmission Provider and follow the Demand Response Capability Plan submittal and 

accreditation procedures.  
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MISO 69A.12.2.4 

FERC Electric Tariff External Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

External Resources   

External Resources, including those specified in Diversity Contracts and PPAs (those subject to 

additional qualification requirements in Section 69A.3.a.c.4), are eligible to qualify as a Capacity 

Resource by a Market Participant and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction pursuant 

to the requirements in Module E-1, Section 69A.3.1.c. 
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MISO 69A.12.2.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Use Limited Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Use Limited Resources  

Use Limited Resources are eligible to qualify as a Capacity Resource by a Market Participant 

and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction pursuant to the requirements in Module E-

1, Section 69A.3.1.d. 
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MISO 69A.12.2.6 

FERC Electric Tariff Intermittent Generation and DIRs 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Intermittent Generation and Dispatchable Intermittent Resources 

Intermittent Generation and Dispatchable Intermittent Resources are eligible to qualify as a 

Capacity Resource by a Market Participant and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction 

pursuant to the requirements in Module E-1, Section 69A.3.1.e. 
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MISO 69A.12.2.7 

FERC Electric Tariff Behind the Meter Generation 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Behind the Meter Generation 

Behind the Meter Generation resources are eligible to qualify as a Planning Resources by a 

Market Participant and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction pursuant to the 

requirements in Module E-1, Section 69A.3.6. 
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MISO 69A.12.2.8 

FERC Electric Tariff Qualifications for Capacity Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Qualifications for Capacity Resources that will require Interconnection Service 

In addition to the requirements laid forth in Section 69A.3.1.a, new Capacity Resources that 

require Interconnection Service to qualify as Capacity Resource must have an Impact Study 

Agreement and a Facilities Study Agreement executed by February 1st prior to the FRA to 

participate in the FRA. 
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MISO 69A.12.2.9 

FERC Electric Tariff New Demand Response Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

New Demand Response Resources 

New Demand Response Resources are eligible to qualify as Planning Resources by a Market 

Participant and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction pursuant to the requirements in 

Section 69A.3.5.  New Demand Response Resources that interrupt or control demand shall have 

their demand reduction capability determined based on attested capability using a nominated 

demand response value in Demand Resource Capability Plan. 

All Demand Resources are considered New Demand Resources unless: (i) the Demand Resource 

is included as part of a state certified planning process; or (ii) the Demand Resource is under 

contract for the current Planning Year. 

Market Participants with New Demand Response Resources must submit a Demand Reduction 

Capability Plan to the Transmission Provider and follow the Demand Response Capability Plan 

submittal and accreditation procedures.   
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MISO 69A.12.2.9.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Response Capability Plan 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Demand Response Capability Plan   

A Demand Response Capability Plan consists of a completed template posted on the 

Transmission Provider website, requiring the information set forth below and in the Business 

Practices Manual, and a Demand Response Officer Certification Form signed by an officer of the 

Market Participant duly authorized to provide a certification.  The Demand Response Capability 

Plan shall provide information supporting the Market Participant’s intended ZRC Offers.  The 

Market Participant must demonstrate that the demand response will be offered with the intention 

that the MW quantity clearing in the auction is reasonably expected to be physically delivered or 

provide the attested demand reduction capability through the Planning Resource registrations for 

the relevant Planning Year.  Market Participants must submit a Demand Reduction Capability 

Plan to the Transmission Provider forty-five (45) days prior to the FRA and follow the Demand 

Response Capability Plan submittal and accreditation procedures outlined in the Transmission 

Provider’s Business Practices Manual.  
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MISO 69A.12.2.9.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Response Capability Plan Template 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Demand Response Capability Plan Template  

The Demand Response Resource Capability Plan template, provided on the Transmission 

Provider website, shall be used to provide the required Market Participant information (e.g., 

company name, contact information, existing customers under contract, new customer under 

contract, measurement & verification methodologies, officer certification, description, key 

assumptions) as specified in the Business Practices Manuals. 
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MISO 69A.12.2.10 

FERC Electric Tariff New Demand Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

New Demand Resources 

New Demand Resources are eligible to qualify as a Planning Resources by a Market Participant 

and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction pursuant to the requirements in Section 

69A.3.5, with demand reduction capability to be determined based on attested capability using a 

nominated demand response value in Demand Resource Capability Plan.  

Market Participants with New Demand Resources must submit a Demand Reduction Capability 

Plan to the Transmission Provider and follow the Demand Response Capability Plan submittal 

and accreditation procedures.  
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MISO 69A.12.2.11 

FERC Electric Tariff New Behind the Meter Generation 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

New Behind the Meter Generation 

New Behind the Meter Generation resources are eligible to qualify as a Planning Resources by a 

Market Participant and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction pursuant to the 

requirements in Module E-1, Section 69A.3.6. 
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MISO 69A.12.2.12 

FERC Electric Tariff New External Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

New External Resources 

New External Resources including those specified in Diversity Contracts and PPAs (which are 

subject to additional qualification requirements in Section 69A.3.a.c.4) are eligible to qualify as a 

Capacity Resource by a Market Participant and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction 

pursuant to the requirements in Module E-1, Section 69A.3.1.c. 
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MISO 69A.12.2.13 

FERC Electric Tariff New Use Limited Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

New Use Limited Resources 

New Use Limited Resources are eligible to qualify as a Capacity Resource by a Market 

Participant and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction pursuant to the requirements in 

Module E-1, Section 69A.3.1.d. 

ER17-284 Tab D Redline Tarrifs

290a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 69A.12.2.14 

FERC Electric Tariff New Intermittent and Dispatchable Intermittent Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

New Intermittent and Dispatchable Intermittent Resources 

New Intermittent Generation and Dispatchable Intermittent Resources are eligible to qualify as a 

Capacity Resource by a Market Participant and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction 

pursuant to the requirements in Sections 69A.3.1.e and 69A.12.2.8. 
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MISO 69A.12.2.15 

FERC Electric Tariff Energy Efficiency Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Energy Efficiency Resources 

Energy Efficiency Resources are eligible to qualify as a Planning Resource by a Market 

Participant and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction pursuant to the requirements in 

Section 69A.3.2. 

ER17-284 Tab D Redline Tarrifs

292a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 69A.12.2.15.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Energy Efficiency Capability Plan 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Energy Efficiency Capability Plan 

An Energy Efficiency Capability Plan consists of a completed template posted on the 

Transmission Provider website, requiring the information as specified below and within the 

Business Practices Manual. An Energy Efficiency Capability Plan must also include an Energy 

Efficiency Officer Certification Form signed by an officer of the Market Participant duly 

authorized to provide a certification. Market Participants must provide information supporting 

the Market Participant’s intended ZRC Offers for the Forward Resource Auction.   

Market Participant must demonstrate that the energy efficiency is reasonably expected to provide 

the attested capability of continuous reduction in electric energy consumption during On-Peak 

hours through the Planning Resource registrations for the relevant Planning Year.  Market 

Participants must submit an Energy Efficiency Capability Plans to the Transmission Provider 

forty-five (45) days prior to the FRA and follow the Energy Efficiency Capability Plan submittal 

and accreditation procedures described in the Transmission Provider’s Business Practices 

Manual.  
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MISO 69A.12.2.15.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Energy Efficiency Capability Plan Template 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Energy Efficiency Capability Plan Template 

The Energy Efficiency Resource Capability Plan template, as provided on the Transmission 

Provider website, shall be used to provide the required Market Participant information (e.g., 

company name, contact information, existing customers under contract, new customer under 

contract, measurement & verification methodologies, officer certification, description, key 

assumptions) as specified in the Business Practices Manuals. 

ER17-284 Tab D Redline Tarrifs

294a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 69A.12.2.16 

FERC Electric Tariff Load Modifying Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Load Modifying Resources 

Load Modifying Resources are eligible to qualify as a Capacity Resource by a Market Participant 

and may participate in the Forward Resource Auction.  A Demand Resource or a BTMG is 

eligible to qualify as a Load Modifying Resource if it meets the following requirements pursuant 

to the requirements in Module E-1, Section(s) 69A.3.3, 69A.3.8 and 69A.3.9. 

ER17-284 Tab D Redline Tarrifs

295a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 69A.12.3 

FERC Electric Tariff Forward Resource Auction Variable Reliability Targets 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Forward Resource Auction Variable Reliability Targets 

The Transmission Provider will conduct a Forward Resource Auction pursuant to Section 

69A.12.8, utilizing Variability Reliability Targets in accordance with the following. 
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MISO 69A.12.3.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Variable Reliability Targets 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Variable Reliability Targets 

The Transmission Provider shall determine Variable Reliability Targets for Competitive Retail 

Demand's load ratio share for the Transmission Provider Region and for each LRZ with 

Competitive Retail Demand in accordance with Section 69A.12.3 to establish the level of ZRCs 

necessary to provide an acceptable level of reliability consistent with an expected loss of load 

expectation of one (1) day in ten (10) years, or 0.1 day per year.  

In Competitive Retail Areas, the Transmission Provider will establish a Variable Reliability 

Target for the local reliability requirements of the Competitive Retail Demand's load ratio share 

of the LRZ’s Unforced Capacity values such that, on average the LRZ achieve an acceptable 

level of reliability consistent with an expected loss of load expectation of one (1) day in ten (10) 

years, or 0.1 day per year, including consideration of the benefit of the CIL and the non-pseudo 

tied exports.   
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MISO 69A.12.3.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Format of the Variable Reliability Target 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Format of the Variable Reliability Target 

Prior to the FRA, in accordance with the Business Practices Manuals, the Transmission Provider 

shall establish the Variable Reliability Targets for the Transmission Provider Region and for 

LRZs with Competitive Retail Demand as follows: 

i. Each Variable Reliability Target shall be plotted on a graph of the first quadrant

of the Cartesian plane, on which quantity of Unforced Capacity is on the x-axis 

and price is on the y-axis.   

ii. The Variable Reliability Target shall be plotted by combining (i) a horizontal line

from the y-intercept to point (A) and (ii) a straight line connecting points (A) and 

(B). 
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MISO 69A.12.3.3 

FERC Electric Tariff Procedure for ongoing review of Variable Reliability Target 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Procedure for ongoing review of Variable Reliability Target 

No later than every fourth Planning Year after the 2017-2018 Planning Year, the Transmission 

Provider shall perform a review of the shapes of the Variable Reliability Targets, including the 

appropriateness of the reference technology(ies) in determining CONE, as established in Section 

69A.12.3.  The Variable Reliability Target analysis shall be based on a simulation of market 

conditions to quantify the ability of the market to invest in Planning Resources and to meet the 

applicable reliability requirements on a probabilistic basis.  The Variable Reliability Target 

analysis shall review the appropriateness of the values utilized to determine the price at the 

maximum point of each VRT curve.  The Transmission Provider will, based on the results of the 

review, prepare a recommendation to modify or retain the existing Variable Reliability Targets 

shapes.  The Transmission Provider will post the recommendation and provide an opportunity for 

stakeholder review.  If a modification of the Variable Reliability Target shape is recommended, 

the following process shall be followed: 

i. In the event that the Transmission Provider determines that the Variable Reliability

Target shape should be modified, the Transmission Provider will propose a new Variable 

Reliability Target shape. 

ii. Stakeholders will have an opportunity to review the Variable Reliability Targets shapes.

iii. Any changes to the curve will be determined by September 1
st
 and will be filed with the

Commission thereafter, prior to the conduct of the Forward Resource Auction for the first 

Planning Year in which the new values would be applied. 
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MISO 69A.12.3.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Process for Establishing Parameters of VRTs 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Process for Establishing Parameters of Variable Reliability Targets   

Points A and B of the Variable Reliability Targets will be established on or before February 1
st
,

prior to conducting of the FRA.  New values to be used for the VRTs parameters will be 

determined in accordance with Section 69A.12.3 and the Business Practices Manuals. 
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MISO 69A.12.3.4.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Cost of New Entry 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Cost of New Entry  

The Transmission Provider shall determine the Cost of New Entry for the applicable Planning 

Year in accordance with Section 69A.8.   
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MISO 69A.12.3.4.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Net Cost of New Entry 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Net Cost of New Entry 

a. The Transmission Provider shall determine the value of the Net Cost of New Entry for

each Planning Year for the Transmission Provider Region.  Net CONE values will be 

determined for all applicable LRZs.  

Net CONE will be expressed as fraction of CONE, α*CONE, where 0 < α < 1. 

The Transmission Provider will calculate Net CONE values on an annual basis in 

coordination with the IMM.  The Transmission Provider shall determine the re-calculated 

Net CONE values by September 1st, and file with the Commission thereafter. 

Each year, the Transmission Provider will determine the expected infra-marginal rents in 

accordance with the following procedure. 

b. Procedure for Determining Expected Infra-Marginal Rents:  The Transmission Provider

will calculate an estimated value of infra-marginal rents by developing a statistical 

method utilizing historic and forecast data, considering the following variables. 

i. Dependent Variable

The Transmission Provider will use historic infra-marginal rents for applicable 

Resources in the Transmission Provider’s Energy and Operating Reserve Markets.  

The Transmission Provider will calculate infra-marginal rents as the market 

revenues paid by the Transmission Provider over the past thirty-six (36) months 

for Energy and Operating Reserves, less the Reference Levels for the 

corresponding services, times the quantities of the services sold, divided by the 

product of three (3) times the Unforced Capacity quantity (expressed in MW) 

associated with the Resource. 
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MISO 69A.12.3.4.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Net Cost of New Entry 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

ii. Explanatory Variables

The Transmission Provider will develop a mathematical model based upon the 

statistical approach to estimate expected infra-marginal rents. The Transmission 

Provider will consider explanatory variables that affect expected infra-marginal 

rents.  These variables shall include, but are not limited to, any variable that 

significantly impacts wholesale electricity prices and infra-marginal rents, such 

as: fuel prices, the Resource Outage Index, weather conditions, and the ratio of 

quantity of available supply divided by demand. 

iii. Exclusion of Explanatory Variables

The Transmission Provider may not include potential explanatory variables that 

are not statistically significant in the determination of expected infra-marginal 

rents.  Results that are not statistically significant are defined as results of the 

analysis that are not significantly different than zero, at the five percent 

significance level. 

iv. Expected Infra-Marginal Rents

The result of this analysis is a mathematical representation of the relationship 

between expected infra-marginal rents and the selected explanatory variables. 

This mathematical representation, when provided with input values for the 

selected explanatory variables, determines the values used to calculate Net 

CONE. 
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MISO 69A.12.3.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Variable Reliability Target for CRD’s PRMR 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Variable Reliability Target for Competitive Retail Demand’s PRMR 

The Transmission Provider shall establish the Variable Reliability Target for Competitive Retail 

Demand’s PRMR for the applicable FRA as follows:   

a. The VRT will be determined based on the total amount of the PRMR of Competitive

Retail Demand in the Transmission Provider region established for the FRA. 

b. The VRT will be established to procure ZRCs to achieve an average 1 day in 10

LOLE for the Competitive Retail Demand in the FRA. 

c. The points on the VRT will be established as follows:

i. Point (A):  Price at 140% of Net CONE, and quantity, equal to Competitive

Retail Demand’s load-ratio share of the quantity corresponding to 1 day in 5 

LOLE. 

ii. Point (B):  Price equal to zero, and quantity corresponding to 115% of PRMR

of Competitive Retail Demand. 
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MISO 69A.12.3.6 

FERC Electric Tariff Variable Reliability Target for CRD’s LCR 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Variable Reliability Target for Competitive Retail Demand’s LCR 

The Transmission Provider shall establish the Variable Reliability Target for Competitive Retail 

Demand’s LCR for the applicable FRA as follows:   

a. The VRT will be determined based on the total amount of the Competitive Retail

Demand’s share of the LCR in each LRZ, adjusted for Planning Resources in Safe 

Harbor Exemptions and FFRAP for each LRZ established for the FRA. 

b. The VRT will be established to procure ZRCs to achieve an average 1 day in 10

LOLE for the Competitive Retail Demand in the FRA. 

c. The points on the VRT will be established as follows:

i. Point (A):  Price at 140% of net CONE, and quantity equal to Competitive

Retail Demand’s load-ratio share, adjusted for Planning Resources included in 

Safe Harbor Exemptions and FFRAP. 

ii. Point (B):  Price equal to zero and quantity, equal to 115% of Competitive

Retail Demand’s LRR, adjusted for Planning Resources included in Safe 

Harbor Exemptions and FFRAP, minus Competitive Retail Demand’s load-

ratio share of CIL for LRZs with Competitive Retail Demand. 
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MISO 69A.12.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Determining FRA Parameters 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Determining FRA Parameters    

The Transmission Provider will establish and post a Local Reliability Requirement (LRR) and 

Planning Reserve Margin (PRM) metric pursuant to Section 68A.5 no later than November 1 

prior to the FRA.  The Transmission Provider shall establish and post CIL and CEL limits 

pursuant to Section 68A.4 no later than November 1 prior to the FRA.  The Transmission 

Provider shall establish and post LOLE curves no later than November 1
st
 prior to the FRA.

SRECs and SRICs for FRA will be determined considering current PRA utilization of SREC and 

SRIC.  The Transmission Provider will establish and post SRRZs, SRECs, and SRICs pursuant 

to Section 68A.3.1 no later than the first business day of February. 
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MISO 69A.12.4.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Posting Non-Binding Peak Load Contribution Values 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Posting Non-Binding Peak Load Contribution Values 

EDCs in Competitive Retail Areas submit advisory, non-binding, Peak Load Contributions for 

demand subject to Competitive Retail Choice in the Competitive Retail Area for the FRA 

Planning Year by December 15
th

 prior to the execution of the FRA.  MISO will post the advisory

PLCs no later than five (5) business days from the receipt of the values. 
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MISO 69A.12.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Safe Harbor Exemption 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Safe Harbor Exemption  

Planning Resources owned or contracted by LSEs are exempted from inclusion in an evaluation 

for Pivotal Supplier status, if the total sum of the ZRCs from those Planning Resources is less 

than or equal to the LSE’s Safe Harbor Exemption Limit, calculated for the relevant Planning 

Year, subject to the requirements below: 

a. Market Participants seeking a Safe Harbor Exemption must notify the Transmission

Provider on or before January 15th prior to the FRA for the applicable Planning Year. 

b. The total amount of ZRCs from Planning Resources exempted is limited to the Safe

Harbor Exemption Limit, calculated as 103% of LSE’s expected PRMR not participating 

in the Competitive Retail Solution for the relevant Planning Year.   

c. The Market Participant must provide an attestation certified by a corporate officer that all

ZRCs from Planning Resources included in the exemption will be used to meet the LSE’s 

anticipated Resource Adequacy Requirements for the FRA Planning Year. 

d. In the event that a Market Participant’s exemption request, accounting for changes in

their Planning Resource portfolio including uncertainties regarding load forecast, 

resources performance and/or availability, exceeds the Market Participant’s Safe Harbor 

Exemption Limit, then the Market Participant must provide written justification, and 

must provide an attestation certified by a corporate officer for such justification for 

exceeding the threshold to the Transmission Provider for review.  The Transmission 

Provider will work with any LSE to reconcile any inconsistences or inaccuracies.  The 

Transmission Provider will make a final determination as to whether the methodology is 

inaccurate or inconsistent.  The Transmission Provider shall work with the LSE to 
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MISO 69A.12.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Safe Harbor Exemption 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

reconcile such issues.  If reconciliation is not achieved, then the Transmission Provider 

will deny the Safe Harbor Exemption Limit exceedance.  

e. The Transmission Provider will evaluate all requests for a Safe Harbor Exemption, and

will inform the IMM of the Planning Resources that are subject to the Safe Harbor 

Exemption thirty (30) Calendar Days prior to opening of the offer window for the FRA.  

f. The calculation of the Safe Harbor Exemption Limit will be reviewed by the

Transmission Provider as part of the Variable Reliability Target analysis established in 

Section 69A.12.3.3. 
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MISO 69A.12.6 

FERC Electric Tariff FRA Market Participant Offer Requirements 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

FRA Market Participant Offer Requirements  

All Relevant Capacity Resources of Market Participants that possess ownership or equivalent 

contractual rights to Capacity Resources in an LRZ for which Competitive Retail Demand is 

represented in the FRA, or whose Capacity Resource(s) are participating in the CRS through an 

offer or expression of interest in the FRA, or through representation of their Capacity 

Resource(s) in a FFRAP, and are a Pivotal Supplier for satisfying Competitive Retail Demand, 

will be evaluated for physical and economic withholding. 

A Capacity Resource located in an LRZ for which Competitive Retail Demand is not represented 

in the FRA, and that clears a FRA, has a FRA Subsequent Year Offer Requirement and must 

offer in the next FRA, and must continue to offer in subsequent FRAs, unless the Market 

Participant provides the Transmission Provider written notification of intent to conclude its 

Capacity Resource(s) participation, at least six (6) months prior to the last FRA for which such 

Capacity Resource(s) will be offered.  Such Capacity Resources will be disallowed from 

participating in the following FRA. 

Exemptions to the requirements above may be granted if: a) the Capacity Resource is reasonably 

expected to be physically unable to participate for the Planning Year for the applicable FRA; b) 

the Capacity Resource has a financially and physically firm commitment to a sale of its capacity 

to a third-party that is not an Affiliate of the entity that owns the Capacity Resource; c) the 

Capacity Resource is included in a Safe Harbor Exemption; or d) the Market Participant 

demonstrates that the Capacity Resource will not be used in the Planning Year to meet CRS 
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MISO 69A.12.6 

FERC Electric Tariff FRA Market Participant Offer Requirements 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Resource Adequacy Requirements or Resource Adequacy Requirements in the Transmission 

Provider region.  Market Participants must provide the Transmission Provider written 

notification of intent to request an exemption to the FRA Subsequent Year Offer Requirement, 

prior to the FRA for which such Capacity Resource(s) will not be offered. 
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MISO 69A.12.6.1 

FERC Electric Tariff FRA Resource Offer Requirements for LSEs not subject to CRC 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

FRA Resource Offer Requirements for LSEs not subject to Competitive Retail Choice 

An LSE serving demand that is not subject to Competitive Retail Choice may offer its capacity 

into the FRA, provided that the LSE submits documentation demonstrating it has sufficient 

additional capacity available to meet its Resource Adequacy Requirements for the FRA Planning 

Year and the subsequent Planning Year.  Documentation must include demonstration that the 

LSE has sufficient additional ZRCs to meet its load ratio share of the LCR.  The Planning 

Reserve Margin Requirement and Local Clearing Requirement for the subsequent Planning 

Years used for demonstration of availability to meet Resource Adequacy Requirements will be 

carried forward from the Planning Year in which the LSE offers its excess capacity.  
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MISO 69A.12.7 

FERC Electric Tariff Market Monitoring and Mitigation in the FRA 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Market Monitoring and Mitigation in the FRA 

All actions or inactions of Market Participants in the FRA shall be subject to the provisions of 

Module D.  The Transmission Provider will report any known attempt to exercise market power 

in the FRA procedures to the Independent Market Monitor.   

The Market Monitor will evaluate the Pivotal Supplier status of Market Participants, and 

Capacity Resources owned or contracted by such Pivotal Suppliers will be evaluated for physical 

and economic withholding.  
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MISO 69A.12.8 

FERC Electric Tariff Conduct of the Forward Resource Auction 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

Conduct of the Forward Resource Auction  

Within ten (10) Business Days after the last Business Day in February, the Transmission 

Provider will conduct a Forward Resource Auction (FRA) to determine the FRA ACP and 

cleared quantity of ZRCs in each LRZ for a commitment period three years after the prompt 

Planning Year.  The Transmission Provider will conduct the FRA based upon the total eligible 

Competitive Retail Demand.  The Transmission Provider will post the results of the FRA on its 

website, consistent with the standards and procedures set forth in the Business Practices 

Manuals.  The Transmission Provider shall ensure that any Market Participant submitting ZRC 

Offers are qualified to submit such an offer in accordance with the Transmission Provider’s 

creditworthiness provisions.  The Transmission Provider will ensure that the system wide VRT 

and each local VRT, CEL, and CIL are respected for each LRZ, as well as the SREC and the 

SRIC for each SRRZ, if applicable, when conducting the FRA, consistent with the following 

provisions found in Sections 69A.12.8.1 through 69A.12.8.3.  
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MISO 69A.12.8.1 

FERC Electric Tariff FRA Procedures 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

FRA Procedures 

a. Participating ZRCs in an LRZ with Competitive Retail Demand:  Market

Participants, unless otherwise exempted under Section 69A.12.5, that own or have 

contractual rights to Planning Resources, may submit offers into the FRA.  

Jointly-owned facilities may individually offer an owned share of any such 

resources into the FRA, self-schedule, or enter into a FFRAP.  ZRC Offers must 

be submitted in price/quantity pairs on a monotonically increasing basis expressed 

in dollars per megawatt-day ($/MW-day) and must consist of a stepped ZRC 

Offer curve of up to five (5) segments for each Planning Resource and a minimum 

MW specification.  ZRC Offers shall be submitted to the Transmission Provider 

via the MECT during the FRA offer window.  The FRA offer window shall begin 

at 12:01 am EST three (3) Business Days before March 1 and shall end at 11:59 

pm EST on the last Business Day in February.  The price associated with these 

ZRC Offers cannot exceed 140% of Net CONE, calculated as set for the 

corresponding FRA Planning Year for the LRZ where the Resource associated 

with the ZRC is physically located.  Owners of ZRCs may bilaterally sell or 

purchase ZRCs.  Market Participants that register the Planning Resource that is 

the subject of such ZRC shall be responsible for complying with all Tariff 

requirements.  External Resources will be treated as if they are located in the LRZ 

where their firm transmission sinks at the border of the Transmission Provider 

Region. 
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MISO 69A.12.8.1 

FERC Electric Tariff FRA Procedures 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2017 

b. Competitive Retail Demand:  All eligible Competitive Retail Demand including

all demand included in a FFRAP, will be modeled in FRA. 

c. Conducting the FRA:  The Transmission Provider will establish auction

procedures to determine the FRA ACP for each LRZ when conducting the FRA.  

All ZRCs offered at zero price will clear the FRA.  An optimization methodology 

shall be employed to simultaneously perform the following tasks: (1) conduct the 

FRA to balance supply and demand to clear ZRC Offers and meet the VRT for 

the Transmission Provider regional requirements of Competitive Retail Demand 

for each LRZ with Competitive Retail Demand; (2) meet the VRT for the local 

resource requirements of Competitive Retail Demand for each LRZ with 

Competitive Retail Demand; (3) respect CIL and CEL; and (4) respect the SREC 

and SRIC for each SRRZ, if applicable. 

i. Objectives:  The objective of the optimization methodology shall be to

minimize the as-offered overall costs of capacity procurement over the time 

horizon considering the Variable Resource Targets for Competitive Retail 

Demand, subject to an evaluation of network constraints and SRICs and 

SRECs, if applicable, for relevant areas to ensure feasibility of the committed 

resource set.  The supply, demand and transmission system model used in the 

evaluation will be derived from the FRA and the most recent PRA auction 

results.  Demand utilized in the evaluation will include forecast of coincident 

peak demand for the Transmission Provider Region that reflects a 90% 

probability that the Demand will not exceed the forecasted Demand for the 

ER17-284 Tab D Redline Tarrifs

316a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 69A.12.8.1 

FERC Electric Tariff FRA Procedures 

MODULES 31.0.0 
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applicable Planning Year.  Supply utilized in the evaluation will include all 

Planning Resources used to meet Resource Adequacy Requirements in the 

applicable PRA and Planning Resources used to meet CRS Resource 

Adequacy Requirements.  The Transmission System model that will be 

utilized in the evaluation will include anticipated MTEP Appendix A 

transmission projects with scheduled in-service dates prior to June 1 of the 

applicable Planning Year.  

The overall costs will include the ZRC Offers of all Planning Resources 

selected for cleared ZRCs. CILs to each LRZ are simultaneous to the extent 

that the import is concurrently simulated from all other LRZs and the system 

external to the Transmission Provider Region; and CELs are simultaneous to 

the extent that the export is concurrently simulated from each LRZ to all other 

LRZs and the system external to the Transmission Provider Region.  Network 

constraints will be represented by an initial set of zonal CELs and CILs, 

driven by the dispatch from planning models.  The CELs and CILs will be 

reviewed by the Transmission Provider to determine if there are network 

loading violations when based on the geographical dispatch derived from the 

initial auction clearing.  If no network violation is indicated, then the auction 

results are final.  If a network violation is indicated, then reductions will be 

made to the affected export and import capabilities to avoid network 

violations and the auction will be cleared again with the new set of export and 

import capabilities.  
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After a maximum of three (3) successive iterations to address network 

violations, the auction clearing iteration with the fewest megawatts of network 

violations will be deemed as the final auction result.   

ii. Time Horizon:  For purposes of clearing in the FRA, the time horizon is an

hour, representing the projected maximum Coincident Peak Demand.  For a 

Local Resource Zone, the time horizon is the hour representing the Local 

Resource Zone Peak Demand, over the applicable Planning Year for the 

Transmission Provider Region.  Coincident Peak Demand is used to establish 

the Competitive Retail Demand’s VRT while Local Resource Zone Peak 

Demand is used to establish an LRZ’s LRR.  

iii. Model of Transmission Provider Transmission System:  The multi-zone

optimization methodology will enforce constraints represented by VRTs, 

CILs, CELs, SRECs, and SRICs that are obtained by using a model of the 

transmission system.  The model of transmission is used to develop the 

constraints and includes Planning Resources and demand.  The model will be 

updated annually to reflect existing and planned transmission and generation 

projects.  The LCR will be modeled based on Competitive Retail Demand’s 

load ratio share of total demand adjusted for Safe Harbor Exemptions. The 

CILs and CELs will be modeled as the total values as determined by the 

Transmission Provider in accordance with Section 68A.4.  SRECs and SRICs 

will be modeled based on the most recent Planning Resource Auction results 

and Forward Resource Auction ZRC offers. 
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iv. Transmission Losses:  The multi-zone optimization methodology will clear

ZRCs to cover transmission losses; the VRTs will include estimates of 

transmission losses in its calculation.  

v. FRA ACP Calculation:  The FRA ACP consists of the system marginal cost

of capacity, the marginal cost of financially binding the VRT for the 

Transmission Provider region and each LRZ with Competitive Retail 

Demand, the marginal cost of financially binding any CEL, and/or CIL for a 

LRZ, and the marginal cost of financially binding SRECs and SRICs for 

SRRZs.  The FRA ACP is calculated by considering the next increment or 

decrement to Demand for each LRZ with Competitive Retail Demand.  The 

Transmission Provider will calculate FRA ACPs for each LRZ.  For 

accounting purposes, FRA ACP will be expressed in dollars per megawatt-day 

($/MW-day).   

vi. FRA ACP Inputs:  Primary inputs to the FRA ACP calculation include the

Variable Reliability Target for the Transmission Provider region and each 

LRZ with Competitive Retail Demand, SRECs and SRICs for SRRZs in 

accordance with applicable seams agreements, coordination agreements, 

and/or transmission service agreements established by the Transmission 

Provider, the set of valid ZRC Offers, including offers from ZRCs converted 

from confirmed Unforced Capacity from Planning Resources, and ZRCs 

included with a FFRAP.  ZRC Offers may be submitted as self-schedules.   
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vii. FRA ACP Outputs:  For non-zero FRA ACPs, resources setting the FRA

ACP in a LRZ will be cleared in proportion to the amount of ZRCs necessary 

to meet the clearing requirement of each VRT.  In the event that more than 

one resource is marginal and offered at the FRA ACP, all resources offered at 

the FRA ACP shall be cleared pro rata up to the amount necessary to meet the 

system and local VRTs for Competitive Retail Demand for the applicable 

Planning Year. 

viii. Eligibility Rules:  FRA ACPs can be set by any ZRC Offers.

ix. FRA ACP for Shortage Conditions:  The FRA ACP for an LRZ with CRD

will be set at the price of Point A on the applicable VRT in the event that there 

is an insufficient volume of valid ZRC Offers to meet the Target Reliability 

Range of each VRT. 

x. Notification:  FRA ACPs and total summarized cleared ZRC Offers

determined as described above shall be calculated and published by the 

Transmission Provider by 11:59 pm EST on the tenth (10) Business Day 

following the last Business Day in February. 

d. FRA Reporting:  The Transmission Provider will not reveal the ZRC Offers

submitted by any Market Participant in a FRA until one (1) month following the 

completion of the FRA, except as required pursuant to Section 38.9 of the Tariff.  

Price and quantity pairs associated with the ZRC offers will be made public; 

however, the identity of the Market Participants submitting such offers and the 

names of the Planning Resources offered shall not be publicly revealed.  
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e. Zonal Deliverability Benefit and Financial Hedges:  Zonal Delivery Benefits,

as a result of the FRA, will be allocated to LSEs serving Competitive Retail 

Demand per the methodology pursuant to Section 69A.7.7(c).  Financial Hedges 

that are awarded pursuant to Section 69A.7.7 will apply to the FRA for LSEs 

serving Competitive Retail Demand.  Grandmother Agreements pursuant to 

Section 69A.7.7(a) will also apply to the FRA for LSEs that are serving 

Competitive Retail Demand. 

f. Uncleared ZRCs:  Market Participant may convert any ZRCs that did not clear in

the FRA back to Unforced Capacity. 
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Consequences of FRA  

All FRA transactions will be financially binding.  Market Participants with cleared ZRC Offers 

in the FRA must comply with the ZRC requirements contained within Module E-1.  All ZRCs 

used to meet CRS Resource Adequacy Requirements will be modeled in the PRA with an offer 

price at zero. 
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Integration of PRA and FRA   

Competitive Retail Demand’s contribution to demand represented in the PRA will be expressed 

as fixed reliability targets.  The contribution is determined using a two-step process.  In the first 

step, the Competitive Retail Demand’s contribution to the system-wide demand in the PRA is 

calculated as the greater of: (i) quantity of demand that would have resulted in the procurement 

of ZRCs that achieves CRD Minimum Reliability Needs or; (ii) a quantity of demand cleared in 

the FRA.   

In the second step, a quantity of demand is reduced from that calculated above, under 

circumstances in the presence of a CRD Minimum Reliability Set.  The size of the demand 

reduction is determined in Section 69A.12.9, and is the CRD Minimum Reliability Demand 

Adjustment. 

The Competitive Retail Demand’s contribution to the Local Clearing Requirement in the PRA 

(known as “CRD PRA LCR Contribution”) is the greater of: (i) the quantity of capacity that 

achieves a one-day-in-five LOLE in an LRZ with Competitive Retail Demand, for local resource 

requirements, calculated using the Competitive Retail Demand’s pro-rata share of the LCR for 

the applicable PRA, or; (ii) the quantity along the FRA VRT for local resource requirements, 

corresponding to the Forward Resource Auction ACP for the LRZ. 

The Transmission Provider will qualify Planning Resources cleared in the FRA or submitted as 

part of a FFRAP per Section 69A.3 for the PRA.  In the event a Planning Resource is accredited 
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for fewer ZRCs in the PRA than cleared in the FRA or submitted in a FFRAP, the Market 

Participant that converted Unforced Capacity into ZRCs must supplement the ZRCs that cleared 

or were submitted in a FFRAP with ZRCs from the same LRZ as the ZRCs being replaced prior 

to the PRA offer window.  The Transmission Provider will model all ZRCs cleared in the FRA 

with an offer price at zero in the PRA, including ZRCs submitted as part of a FFRAP, adjusted 

for ZRCs that were replaced. 

LSEs that opt demand out of the FRA through a FFRAP are obligated to submit a FRAP in the 

PRA for the same quantity of demand included in the FFRAP.  FFRAP will be modeled in the 

PRA in accordance with Section 69A.9. 
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Settlement and Charges in the Competitive Retail Solution 

a. FRA Settlement

Market Participants with cleared demand and cleared ZRCs will receive charges and/or 

credits for quantity cleared in the FRA as defined below.  

b. FRA Demand Charges

Each LSE that serves Competitive Retail Demand cleared in the FRA will be charged the 

product of its Forward UCAP Obligation in the FRA and the FRA ACP for its LRZ.  

Demand included in a FFRAP will be subject to ZDC pursuant to Section 69A.7.6(b).  LSEs 

will be credited with ZDB Credit for each net importing DBZ in the applicable FRA, as 

defined in Section 69A.7.7(c). 

c. FRA Supply Charges

Market Participants with ZRCs that clear in the FRA will be credited the sum across LRZs of 

the product of the quantity of ZRCs cleared, and the FRA ACP for the LRZ in which each 

ZRC is located.  

d. PRA Settlement for Competitive Retail Demand

LSEs with Competitive Retail Demand are not subject to charges or credits described in 

Section 69A.7.6 as a result of the PRA for their Forward UCAP Obligation in the FRA, or for 

demand included in a FFRAP.  Incremental demand procured in the PRA beyond the 

Forward Resource Auction Requirement, and additional FRAP required to achieve CRD 

Minimum Reliability Needs for any demand included in a FFRAP will be settled pursuant to 

Section 69A.7.6. 
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e. CRD Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation

Load Serving Entities that serve eligible Competitive Retail Demand, including quantities 

submitted in a FFRAP, may be subject to a CRD Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation in the 

corresponding PRA for such demand.  The Transmission Provider will identify the CRD 

Minimum Reliability Set of impacted ZRCs for each SRIC, SREC, CIL, CEL, and/or LCR 

that becomes more restrictive from the FRA to the PRA and binds in the PRA, resulting in an 

outcome where CRD Minimum Reliability Needs are otherwise not met, utilizing the 

following methodology: 

i. Determination of CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area(s)

a. CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area for SRIC and SREC limits.  If a SRIC

or SREC become more limiting in the PRA than its utilization in the FRA and 

bind in the PRA, causing the need for ZRCs to be cleared to meet CRD 

Minimum Reliability Needs, then a CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area is 

determined as the SRRZ in which a portion of ZRCs can no longer be used to 

meet CRD Minimum Reliability Needs.  

b. CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area for CEL limits.  If the CEL of any

LRZ(s) with cleared ZRCs in the FRA that become more limiting in the PRA 

than its utilization in the FRA and bind in the PRA, causing the need for ZRCs 

to be cleared to meet CRD Minimum Reliability Needs, then the CRD 

Minimum Reliability Set Area is determined as the LRZ(s) with the more 

restrictive Capacity Export Limit. 
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c. CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area for CIL limits.  If the CIL of any

LRZ(s) in the FRA become more limiting in the PRA than its utilization in the 

FRA and bind in the PRA, causing the need for ZRCs to be cleared to meet 

CRD Minimum Reliability Needs, then a CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area 

is determined as all LRZs other than the LRZ(s) with the more restrictive 

Capacity Import Limit. 

d. CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area for LCR Requirements.  If the LCR

of any LRZ(s) for which ZRCs are procured in the FRA become more limiting 

in the PRA than its utilization in the FRA and bind in the PRA, causing the 

need for ZRCs to be cleared to meet CRD Minimum Reliability Needs, then a 

CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area is determined as all LRZs other than the 

LRZ(s) with the more restrictive Local Clearing Requirement. 

ii. CRD Minimum Reliability Set Calculation.  The size of the CRD Minimum

Reliability Set that require differing ZRC purchases in the PRA to meet CRD 

Minimum Reliability Needs will be calculated using the following equations: 

a. For more restrictive LCR constraints

CRDMRS = Max (Max (CRD PRA LCR Contribution, CRDMRN for local 

needs) - CRD PRA LCR Contribution, 0) 

b. For more restrictive SRIC, SREC, CIL, or CEL constraints

CRDMRS = Max (0, CRDMRN for system needs - MAX (FRAR - (cleared 

ZRCs from CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area in FRA – constraint 

limit_PRA), 0) 
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iii. CRD Minimum Reliability Demand Adjustment Calculation.  The CRD

Minimum Reliability Demand Adjustment will be calculated using the following 

equations: 

CRDMRDA = (constraint limit_FRA – constraint limit_PRA) - CRDMRS 

iv. CRD Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation Calculation.  The CRD Minimum

Reliability Cost Allocation is calculated per the method below: 

CRDMRCA = CRDMRS * (ACPPRA (outside of CRD Minimum Reliability Set 

Area) – CRDMRDA * ACPPRA (CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area))) 

Where: 

 “ACPPRA (outside of CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area)” refers to a

weighted-average price based on the location of the PRA-cleared ZRCs that

are used to meet the needs of the Competitive Retail Demand.

 “ACPPRA (CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area)” refers to the ACP of cleared

ZRCs in the PRA in the CRD Minimum Reliability Set Area.

For a CRDMRS arising from a change to the LCR or CIL of a LRZ with Competitive 

Retail Demand, the CRD Minimum Reliability Cost Allocation is recovered pro rata 

from the LRZ in which the LCR or CIL became more restrictive.  For a CRDMRS 

arising from a change to a SRIC, SREC, or CEL, the CRD Minimum Reliability Cost 

Allocation is recovered pro rata from all Competitive Retail Demand, including 

demand associated with an FFRAP. 
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Any revenue excess or shortfall resulting from collection of the CRD Minimum 

Reliability Cost Allocation will be allocated to the ZDB Benefit in the PRA, pursuant 

to Section 69A.7.7(c). 

f. GVTC Deferral Requirements and Charges

Distribution of GVTC Deferral Non-Compliance Charge will be allocated pro-rata based on 

the LSE’s share of the Competitive Retail Demand in the FRA. 
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FRA Credit Requirements 

Market Participants intending to submit offers into the FRA for new Planning Resources and 

External Resources without firm transmission service that are required to qualify such resource 

under the deliverability requirements pursuant to Section 69A.3.1.g will have FRA credit 

requirements as defined in this section.  
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External Resources Credit Requirements 

Market Participants intending to submit offers into the FRA for External Resources without firm 

transmission service that are required to qualify such resource under the deliverability 

requirements pursuant to Section 69A.3.1.g must satisfy FRA credit requirements seven (7) 

Calendar Days prior to the FRA in the following amount:   

30% of Net CONE for the Planning Year defined prior to conduct of FRA per MW of 

capacity offered 

After the FRA is held, the Market Participant must satisfy FRA credit requirement in the 

following amount for cleared External Resources: 

the greater of 20% of FRA ACP or $20/MW day 

The FRA credit requirement for cleared External Resources can be reduced in direct proportion 

to the quantity of firm transmission service secured by the Market Participant that qualify such 

resource under the deliverability requirements.  The total percentage reduction in the FRA credit 

requirement shall be no greater than the quotient of (a) the MWs of firm transmission service that 

the Market Participant has secured for the complete transmission path (b) the MWs of firm 

transmission service required to qualify such resource under the deliverability requirements 

pursuant to Section 69A.3.1.g. 
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New Planning Resources Credit Requirements 

Market Participants intending to submit offers into the FRA for new Planning Resources must 

satisfy the FRA credit requirement seven (7) Calendar Days prior to the FRA in the following 

amount:   

30% of Net CONE for the Planning Year defined prior to conduct of FRA per MW of 

capacity offered 

After the FRA, the Market Participant must satisfy the FRA credit requirement in the following 

amount for cleared new Planning Resources: 

the greater of 20% of FRA ACP or $20/MW day 

The FRA credit requirement for cleared new Planning Resources can be reduced if milestones 

are met.  At the effective date of a signed Interconnection Service Agreement for New 

Generation Resources or agreement equivalent to ISA for New Generation Resources, the FRA 

credit requirement may be reduced 50%.  Upon receipt of evidence acceptable to the 

Transmission Provider of financial close, the FRA credit requirements may be reduced by 20%.  

The FRA credit requirements may be further reduced by 30% upon commencement of 

Interconnection Service for a new Planning Resource. 
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Distributions of Funds 

In the event the funds from the FRA credit requirement need to be allocated, the Transmission 

Provider will allocate funds on a pro rata basis to all LSEs, except those that are Affiliates that 

have met their Resource Adequacy Requirements. 
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New LSEs with Competitive Retail Demand 

A New LSE will be evaluated pursuant to Section 69A.12.1 to determine if the demand is 

considered Competitive Retail Demand.  If the Competitive Retail Demand is greater than the 

Materiality Threshold, the Transmission Provider will conduct a Transitional FRA for the LRZ.  

The timing of the Transitional FRA will be determined as required to adhere to the Transition 

Period for the New LSE.  Transitional FRAs will be conducted pursuant to the Section 

69A.12.12, Module E-1 and Module E-2. 
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Conduct of the Interim Forward Resource Auctions 

Interim Forward Resource Auctions will be conducted by the Transmission Provider to 

determine the FRA ACP and the cleared ZRC Offers for an LRZ for Planning Years during the 

Interim Period prior to a full implementation of the Competitive Retail Solution.   

During the Interim Period, the Transmission Provider will conduct Interim FRAs prior to the 

conduct of the first FRA required for the implementation of the Competitive Retail Solution. 

Interim FRA Planning Year Interim Auction Window 

First Interim FRA June 1, 2018 to May 31, 2019 March, 2018 

Second Interim FRA June 1, 2019 to May 31, 2020 August, 2018 

Third Interim FRA June 1, 2020 to May 31, 2021 September, 2018 

Fourth Interim FRA June 1, 2021 to May 31, 2022 October, 2018 

During the Interim Period, when the Transmission Provider will be conducting Interim Auctions, 

a Capacity Resource that clears the first Interim FRA, has a FRA Subsequent Year Offer 

Requirement and may not opt out of such requirement for Interim FRAs through notifying the 

Transmission Provider. 

During the Interim Period, an LSE electing to opt its Competitive Retail Demand out of the First 

Interim FRA through a Forward Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan must submit a FFRAP for the 

applicable demand that would otherwise be represented in the Interim FRAs to the Transmission 

Provider, and continue to opt out of all subsequent Interim FRAs without exemption, by 

submitting a FFRAP for each Planning Year during the Interim Period. 
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Prevailing State Compensation Mechanism, pursuant to Section 69A.12.1.2, may only be elected 

by the RERRA prior to the first FRA in the Interim Period.  In the event the RERRA elects the 

PSCM the Market Participant(s) designated by the RERRA shall represent demand in a Fixed 

Resource Adequacy Plan submitted for the PRA for all Planning Years during the Interim Period 

for demand that is not reflected in an FFRAP by a retail choice provider for the initial FRA in the 

Interim Period. 

The timeline and CRS RAR compliance obligations of RERRAs, EDCs, LSEs and the 

Transmission Provider’s role during the Interim Period are defined in the Transmission 

Provider’s Business Practices Manuals. 
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158 FERC ¶ 61,128
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before Commissioners:  Cheryl A. LaFleur, Acting Chairman;
   Norman C. Bay, and Colette D. Honorable.

Midcontinent Independent 
   System Operator, Inc.

Docket No. ER17-284-000

ORDER REJECTING TARIFF FILING

(Issued February 2, 2017)

1. On November 1, 2016, pursuant to section 205 of the Federal Power Act (FPA),1

Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (MISO) filed its proposed Competitive
Retail Solution (CRS Proposal), which includes revisions to its Open Access
Transmission, Energy and Operating Reserve Markets Tariff (Tariff) to establish a three-
year forward capacity auction (Forward Auction) to complement the existing Planning
Resource Auction (Prompt Auction) and to better address the reliability needs of Local
Resource Zones (Zones) with Competitive Retail Demand (Competitive Retail Areas).2

As discussed below, we reject the CRS Proposal.

I. Notice of Filing and Responsive Pleadings

2. Notice of the CRS Proposal was published in the Federal Register, 81 Fed.
Reg. 78,807 (2016), with interventions and protests due on or before December 1, 2016.
On November 14, 2016, the Public Utility Commission of Texas filed a motion for an
extension of time until December 14, 2016, and the Commission granted this motion on
November 23, 2016.3

1 16 U.S.C. § 824d (2012).

2 Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein have the meanings ascribed to 
them in the existing Tariff or, for new capitalized terms, the meanings ascribed to them in 
the CRS Proposal.

3 MISO, Notice of Extension of Time, Docket No. ER17-284-000 (Nov. 23, 2016).
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3. The entities that filed notices of intervention, motions to intervene, protests,
comments, and answers are listed in the Appendix to this order.

II. Discussion

A. Procedural Matters

4. Pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure,
18 C.F.R. § 385.214 (2016), the notices of intervention and timely, unopposed motions to
intervene serve to make the entities that filed them parties to this proceeding.  Pursuant to
Rule 214(d) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R.
§ 385.214(d) (2016), the Commission will grant the late-filed motions to intervene given
the interest in the proceeding, the early stage of the proceeding, and the absence of undue
prejudice or delay.4

5. Rule 213(a)(2) of the Commission’s Rule of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R.
§ 385.213(a)(2) (2016), prohibits an answer to a protest or answer unless otherwise
ordered by the decisional authority.  We will accept the answers because they have
provided information that assisted us in our decision-making process.

B. Substantive Matters

6. We find the CRS Proposal has not been shown to be just and reasonable, and not
unduly discriminatory or preferential, and therefore reject it.  We appreciate the efforts of
MISO and its stakeholders to address the important objective of resource adequacy and
recognize that the CRS Proposal represents a significant undertaking.  However, for the
reasons discussed below, we find that MISO has not adequately supported the CRS
Proposal.

7. The proposed Forward Auction would apply only to load in Competitive Retail
Areas, which accounts for only a small (less than 10 percent) portion of the total load
within MISO, and would occur more than three years prior to the Prompt Auction,
thereby bifurcating the MISO capacity market.  As discussed below, this bifurcated
approach could have uncertain, and potentially adverse, impacts on price formation in
both the Forward Auction and the Prompt Auction.

4 Entities that filed comments and/or protests but did not file a notice of 
intervention or motion to intervene are not parties to these proceedings.  18 C.F.R.           
§ 385.211(a)(2) (2016) (“The filing of a protest does not make the protestant a party to
the proceeding.  The protestant must intervene under Rule 214 to become a party”).
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8. MISO’s proposal bifurcates the MISO capacity market into two distinct market
clearing mechanisms held at different points in time.  Market-wide clearing processes are
typically more efficient than bifurcated clearing processes.  Rather than clear the market
as a whole for a given Planning Year through a single market-wide auction (i.e., the
current practice in all Commission-jurisdictional wholesale capacity markets), MISO’s
proposed construct will likely result in clearing prices and capacity resource selections
that lack the desirable properties associated with a single market-wide clearing process.
In general, an auction-based market-wide clearing mechanism for capacity
simultaneously co-optimizes zonal capacity requirements subject to the zonal
transmission capability constraints and economic supply offers at the time of the auction.
The resulting market-wide clearing prices for capacity thus reflect the tradeoffs of
satisfying zonal capacity requirements given the same set of transmission capability
constraints and supply offers, which is efficient and desirable from a price formation
perspective. We are not convinced that the proposed bifurcated market clearing process
will result in the efficient and desirable outcomes generally associated with a market-
wide clearing process.

9. Due to the bifurcated structure, which requires owners of these supply resources to
decide whether to offer into the Forward Auction more than three years prior to the
Prompt Auction for the same Planning Year, it is not clear the extent to which these
supply resources will offer into the Forward Auction or how this uncertainty will impact
clearing prices in the Forward and the Prompt Auction.  Such unpredictable and variable
supply participation could result in significant and unnecessary price volatility in both the
Forward and the Prompt Auction.  Given the limited amount of demand that will be
represented in the Forward Auction, relatively small changes in supply participation from
non-Competitive Retail Areas on a year-to-year basis could result in substantial
unnecessary year-to-year differences in Forward Auction clearing prices, even with a
downward sloping demand curve that should reduce price volatility.  Because the
Forward Auction and the Prompt Auction occur at different times, the prices in those two
auctions could diverge based on supply participant behavior, even when such divergence
is not supported by underlying supply and demand fundamentals.  Varying and uncertain
levels of supply participating in the Forward Auction could have a significant impact on
the clearing prices in the Prompt Auction.5  Furthermore, the use of a downward sloping
demand curve in the Forward Auction while retaining the vertical demand curve in the
Prompt Auction would allow for variable amounts of capacity to clear in the Forward
Auction, which could amplify volatility in the Prompt Auction.

5 See CRS Proposal, Tab C (Testimony of The Brattle Group) at 30-33.
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10. We also find that MISO has not adequately explained or provided clear Tariff
language to demonstrate that the CRS Proposal would reasonably allocate transmission
capability across capacity zones and across sub-regions in the MISO footprint between
the Forward Auction and the Prompt Auction.  In past Prompt Auctions, transmission
capability constraints between Zones and sub-regions have caused substantial price
separation.6  Consequently, the allocation of Zonal and sub-regional transmission
capability between the Forward Auction and the Prompt Auction could significantly
impact clearing prices in both the Forward Auction and the Prompt Auction.  However,
the proposed bifurcated clearing mechanism requires MISO to choose how much
transmission capability to allocate between the Prompt Auction and the Forward Auction,
which could lead to improper or inefficient allocations.  Allocating an insufficient
amount of transmission capability to the Forward Auction could result in price separation
in the Forward Auction that does not truly reflect the physical limitations of the system or
the locational need for capacity.  On the other hand, allocating an insufficient amount of
transmission capability to the Prompt Auction could prevent load serving entities in the
Prompt Auction from procuring lower-cost capacity.  This allocation concern is not
present with a market-wide clearing process because, as noted above, a market-wide
clearing process employs a single set of transmission capability constraints.

The Commission orders:

The CRS Proposal is hereby rejected, as discussed in the body of this order.

By the Commission.

( S E A L )

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr.,
Deputy Secretary.

6 See, e.g., MISO, 2016/2017 Planning Resource Auction Results (Apr. 2016), 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Report/Resource%20Adequacy/Auction
Results/2016-2017%20PRA%20Summary.pdf.

20170202-3067 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 02/02/2017

ER17-284 2-2-17 Order

340a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



Docket No. ER17-284-000 - 5 -

Appendix

Motions to Intervene

Advanced Energy Management Alliance (AEMA); American Electric Power Service 
Corporation; American Municipal Power, Inc. (American Municipal); American 
Petroleum Institute; American Public Power Association (APPA); American Wind 
Energy Association and Wind on the Wires (Wind Groups); Apex Clean Energy 
Management, LLC; Appleton Coated, LLC; Calpine Corporation; Citizens Utility Board 
of Illinois (Citizens Utility Board); Coalition of MISO Transmission Customers (MISO 
Transmission Customers); Cooperative Energy Incorporated; Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; DTE Electric Company (DTE Electric); Duke Energy Corporation (Duke 
Energy); Dynegy Marketing and Trade, LLC and Illinois Power Marketing Company 
(Dynegy); E.ON Climate & Renewables North America, LLC; EDF Renewable Energy, 
Inc.; EDP Renewables North America LLC; Electric Power Supply Association (EPSA); 
Enel Green Power North America, Inc.; Enerwise Global Technologies d/b/a CPower; 
Entergy Nuclear Power Marketing, LLC, Entergy Services, Inc., Entergy Arkansas, Inc., 
Entergy Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., Entergy 
Texas, Inc.; Exelon Corporation (Exelon); FirstEnergy Service Company; Hoosier 
Energy Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc. and Southern Illinois Power Cooperative 
(Hoosier and Southern Illinois); Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers (Industrial 
Consumers); Illinois Municipal Electric Agency (Illinois Municipal); International 
Transmission Company d/b/a ITCTransmission, Michigan Electric Transmission 
Company, LLC, and ITC Midwest LLC; Louisiana Energy Users Group; LS Power 
Associates, L.P.; Main Line Generation, LLC (Main Line); Michigan Public Power 
Agency; Michigan South Central Power Agency; National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association; NextEra Energy Resources, LLC; NRG Power Marketing LLC and GenOn 
Energy Management, LLC (NRG Companies); Nucor and Steel Dynamics; Occidental 
Energy Ventures LLC (Occidental); People of the State of Illinois (Illinois AG); Prairie 
Power, Inc.; PSEG Energy Resources & Trade LLC, Public Service Electric and Gas 
Company, PSEG Power LLC; Public Citizen, Inc. (Public Citizen); Sierra Club (Sierra 
Club); Southwestern Electric Cooperative, Inc. (Southwestern); Sustainable FERC 
Project and Natural Resources Defense Council (Sustainable FERC and NRDC); Verso 
Corporation (Verso); Wabash Valley Power Association, Inc. (Wabash Valley); 
Wisconsin Industrial Energy Group

Notices of Intervention

Arkansas Public Service Commission; Council of the City of New Orleans, Louisiana; 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission; Mississippi Public Service Commission; 
Missouri Public Service Commission; Public Utility Commission of Texas (Texas 
Commission)
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Motions to Intervene/Notices of Intervention and Comments and/or Protests

Alliant Energy Corporate Services, Inc.; Ameren Services Company; Association of 
Businesses Advocating Tariff Equity (ABATE); Consumers Energy Company; Direct 
Energy Business, LLC; Great Lakes Utilities, Madison Gas and Electric, Missouri Joint 
Municipal Electric Utility Commission, Midwest Municipal Transmission Group, 
Missouri River Energy Services, and WPPI Energy (Midwest TDUs); Indiana Office of 
Utility Consumer Counselor, the Iowa Office of Consumer Advocate, the Minnesota 
Department of Commerce, the Minnesota Attorney General’s Office, and the Missouri 
Office of the Public Counsel; Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission; Indianapolis 
Power & Light Company; Michigan Agency for Energy; Michigan Citizens Against Rate 
Excess; Michigan Public Service Commission (Michigan Commission); MidAmerican 
Energy Company (MidAmerican); Midcontinent Energy LLC; MISO Transmission 
Owners;7 Natural Gas Supply Association; Organization of MISO States (OMS); 
Potomac Economics, Ltd. (Market Monitor); Public Service Commission of Wisconsin; 
Retail Energy Supply Association; Southern Indiana Gas and Electric Company, d/b/a 
Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana, Inc.; Texas Industrial Energy Consumers; 
Wisconsin Electric Power Company and Wisconsin Public Service Corporation

7 For purposes of this filing, MISO Transmission Owners consist of:  Ameren 
Services Company, as agent for Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri, 
Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois and Ameren Transmission Company of 
Illinois; Big Rivers Electric Corporation; Central Minnesota Municipal Power Agency; 
City Water, Light & Power (Springfield, IL); Cleco Power LLC; Cooperative Energy; 
Dairyland Power Cooperative; Duke Energy Business Services, LLC for Duke Energy 
Indiana, LLC; East Texas Electric Cooperative; Entergy Arkansas, Inc.; Entergy 
Louisiana, LLC; Entergy Mississippi, Inc.; Entergy New Orleans, Inc.; Entergy Texas, 
Inc.; Great River Energy; Hoosier Energy Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc.; Indiana 
Municipal Power Agency; Indianapolis Power & Light Company; MidAmerican Energy 
Company; Minnesota Power (and its subsidiary Superior Water, L&P); Missouri River 
Energy Services; Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern Indiana Public Service 
Company; Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation, and Northern 
States Power Company, a Wisconsin corporation, subsidiaries of Xcel Energy Inc.; 
Northwestern Wisconsin Electric Company; Otter Tail Power Company; Prairie Power 
Inc.; Southern Illinois Power Cooperative; Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Company 
(d/b/a Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana); Southern Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; Wabash Valley Power Association, Inc.; and Wolverine Power Supply 
Cooperative, Inc.  Not all of the MISO Transmission Owners necessarily support all of 
the positions taken in the comments.
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Comments and/or Protests

AEMA; APPA; Citizens Utility Board; DTE; Dynegy; EPSA; Ford Motor Company; 
Hoosier and Southern Illinois; Illinois AG; Illinois Municipal; Industrial Customers; 
Main Line; Michigan Municipal Electric Association; NRG Companies; Public Citizen; 
Sustainable FERC Project and Sierra Club; Texas Commission; Verso Corporation; 
Wabash Valley; Wind Groups

Answers/Responses

Consumers (Answer) (Jan. 10, 2017); DTE (Answer) (Jan. 17, 2017); Exelon (Answer)
(Dec. 29, 2016); Illinois Municipal (Answer) (Jan. 27, 2017); Main Line (Answer) (Jan. 
31, 2017); Market Monitor (Response of Market Monitor to MISO) (Feb. 1, 2017); 
Michigan Agency for Energy (Answer) (Dec. 28, 2016); Michigan Commission (Answer)
(Dec. 28, 2016); MidAmerican (Answer) (Dec. 29, 2016); Midwest TDUs (Answer)
(Dec. 29, 2016); Midwest TDUs (Response of Midwest TDUs to MISO) (Jan. 30, 2017); 
MISO (Answer) (Nov. 16, 2016); MISO (Answer) (Nov. 21, 2016); MISO (Answer)
(Jan. 13, 2017); MISO Transmission Owners (Answer) (Jan. 12, 2017); MISO 
Transmission Customers and Industrial Consumers (Answer) (Jan. 27, 2017); Occidental 
(Answer) (Jan. 12, 2017); OMS (Answer) (Jan. 6, 2017); Sustainable FERC, NRDC, and 
Sierra Club (Answer) (Nov. 18, 2016); Sustainable FERC and Sierra Club (Response of 
Sustainable FERC and Sierra Club to MISO) (Jan. 31, 2017); Texas Commission 
(Answer) (Jan. 24, 2017); Verso (Answer) (Jan. 12, 2017)

Other Motions and Pleadings

ABATE (Amendment to Motion to Intervene and Protest) (Jan. 9, 2017); American 
Municipal (Protest and Motion for Suspension and Hearings) (Dec. 14, 2016); Illinois 
Commerce Commission (Out-of-time Motion to Intervene) (Jan. 24, 2017); Louisiana 
Public Service Commission (Motion to Intervene Out-of-Time) (Dec. 22, 2016); 
Michigan Agency for Energy (Motion to Intervene and File Comments One Day Out of 
Time) (Dec. 15, 2016); Michigan Commission (Motion for Leave to Accept Notice of 
Intervention and Comments One Day Late) (Dec. 15, 2016); Michigan Commission 
(Errata to December 28, 2016 Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer) (Jan. 5, 2017); 
MISO Transmission Customers and Industrial Consumers (Expedited Motion for 
Supporting Information or, in the Alternative, for a Finding that the Filing is Deficient) 
(Nov. 14, 2016); Texas Commission (Motion for Extension of Time) (Nov. 14, 2016); 
Texas Commission (Errata to Answer) (Jan. 25, 2017)
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Midcontinent Independent Mailing Address: Overnight Deliveries: www.misoenergy.org 

System Operator, Inc. P. O. Box 4202 720 City Center Drive 317-249-5400

Carmel, IN  46082-4202 Carmel, IN  46032 

Melissa Seymour 

Regional Executive – Central Region 

Direct Dial:  317-249-5709 

Email: mseymour@misoenergy.org 

August 15, 2017 

Mary Jo Kunkle 

Executive Secretary 

Michigan Public Service Commission 

7109 West Saginaw Highway  

Lansing, Michigan, 48917 

Re: Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc.’s Comments to the Michigan 

Public Service Commission’s Investigation into the Electric Supply Reliability Plans 

of Michigan’s Electric Utilities for the Years 2017 through 2021, Case No. U-18197

Dear Executive Secretary Kunkle: 

The Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”) appreciates the 

opportunity to provide comments on the implementation of resource adequacy processes for the 

State of Michigan.  The Michigan Public Service Commission’s (“Michigan PSC”) proactive 

approach to ensuring Michigan’s long-term resource adequacy needs are met is commendable.  

MISO remains committed to working with Michigan stakeholders as the State of Michigan 

continues to take an active approach to ensuring long-term reliability.   

MISO offers comments to provide additional context on its resource adequacy processes, 

including an overview of MISO’s Local Resource Zones (“LRZs”), Planning Reserve Margin 

Requirements (“PRMR”), and prior efforts to address long-term reliability needs in the State of 

Michigan. 

A. Background and Overview

MISO is a not-for-profit, member-based organization.  MISO ensures the reliable

delivery of electricity, at the lowest cost, across high-voltage power lines in fifteen states and the 

Canadian province of Manitoba.  MISO also conducts transmission planning and manages the 

buying and selling of wholesale electricity in one of the world’s largest energy markets.  The 

Energy and Operating Reserves Market includes a Day-Ahead Market, a Real-Time Market, and 

a Financial Transmission Rights market.   

MISO recognizes and supports the independent authority of state regulators over 

generation resource investment and long-term resource adequacy.  This longstanding recognition 

is acknowledged in MISO’s resource adequacy processes, which respect the rights of states by 

allowing regulatory authorities to decide how to best meet long-term resource adequacy 
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requirements.
1
  Within MISO, nearly all state and local regulators maintain resource planning

authority, and are responsible for establishing retail rates and reviewing the prudency of utility 

investments.  

B. Connection with MISO’s Resource Adequacy Construct

MISO’s resource adequacy construct accommodates the roles and responsibilities of the 

states with respect to state policies and investment planning.  States determine long-term 

resource adequacy, and rely on MISO to ensure continued access to residual resources necessary 

to serve demand in a cost-effective, efficient manner.  State and local regulatory authorities 

continue to be responsible for reviewing the prudence of resource decisions that are subject to 

their individual jurisdictions, including investment in generation facilities to meet long-term 

planning reserve requirements. 

1. Regulatory Filings and Implementation of Legislation

In late 2016, MISO proposed a new resource adequacy construct, known as the 

Competitive Retail Solution that addressed needs in states that have competitive retail choice.  

As part of this proposal, MISO included provisions that allowed for state regulatory bodies to 

exercise their existing jurisdictional authority to assure long-term resource adequacy.  

Specifically, a state regulatory authority could identify market participants responsible for 

providing capacity on behalf of retail choice providers, as well as the rate of compensation for 

such capacity.  By electing this alternative, an Load Serving Entity (“LSE”) would have been 

responsible for procuring all of its resources three years in advance either through a forward 

resource auction or a forward fixed resource adequacy plan.   

In February 2017, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) rejected 

MISO’s Competitive Retail Solution proposal.
2
  FERC expressed concern that bifurcating

MISO’s resource adequacy construct into two separate markets could create uncertainty.  While 

FERC did not accept MISO’s Competitive Retail Solution proposal, MISO’s existing resource 

adequacy construct – including its Local Clearing Requirements (“LCR”) and PRMR that are 

discussed elsewhere in these comments – were not impacted by the order. 

Following the FERC order regarding MISO’s Competitive Retail Solution, MISO 

supported state processes concerning resource adequacy planning, including assisting states 

develop long-term resource adequacy requirements.  MISO supports the implementation of 

Michigan’s energy legislation that passed in late 2016, and applauds the State of Michigan, its 

policymakers, the Michigan PSC, and the Michigan Agency for Energy for taking the initiative 

to ensure long-term reliability objectives are met through resource adequacy requirements.  

Many of these requirements, including provisions requiring each electric utility or alternative 

electric supplier to demonstrate that is has sufficient capacity, are similar to those contained in 

1
Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,199 (2012). 

2
Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 158 FERC ¶ 61,128 (2017). 
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MISO’s filing of its Competitive Retail Solution.  These provisions will help the State of 

Michigan ensure that resource adequacy needs are met across various time horizons. 

Further, consistent with the Michigan PSC’s orders earlier this spring, MISO collaborated 

with the Michigan PSC’s Staff as it developed recommendations on capacity obligations 

associated with the State Reliability Mechanism (“SRM”).  MISO appreciates the thoughtful 

approach undertaken to tackle these complex issues.  MISO remains committed to helping the 

Michigan PSC, its Staff, and stakeholders as the Michigan SRM continues to be refined.   

2. Local Resource Zones

In 2010, FERC directed MISO and its stakeholders to take steps to incorporate locational 

capacity market mechanisms into its resource adequacy construct.
3
  In 2012, the Commission

accepted MISO’s proposal to establish LRZs.  Two such LRZs cover the State of Michigan – 

Zone 2 covers the Upper Peninsula of Michigan (as well as Eastern Wisconsin)  while Zone 7 

covers most of the Lower Peninsula of Michigan.  The establishment of LRZs allows MISO to 

evaluate resource availability and potential transmission on a more granular level.  The use of 

LRZs, which are also utilized by the Staff in its report filed on August 1, helps ensure that local 

reliability needs are met and provides signals to market participants about where additional 

capacity may be needed.
 4

Once an LRZ is established, MISO conducts a transfer analysis study to determine how 

much capacity can be imported and exported into an LRZ to establish a Capacity Import Limit 

(“CIL”) and Capacity Export Limit (“CEL”) for the LRZ.  For each LRZ, MISO then establishes 

Local Clearing Requirements using the applicable CIL.  These requirements represent the 

amount capacity that is physically needed within an LRZ to maintain reliability.  More 

specifically, Local Clearing Requirements consider local resource needs, capacity import 

capabilities, and resources that are not pseudo-tied out of MISO.
5
  Any non-pseudo-tied

resources receive local capacity credit based on their physical location and MISO’s operational 

control over the generation unit.  The physical location of generation resources is an important 

consideration in MISO’s resource adequacy processes. 

3
Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 131 FERC ¶ 61,228 (2010) at P 24. 

4
The Staff of the Michigan PSC reported on the “Locational Requirement” in its filing in 

this docket.  Staff Report and Recommendations for Capacity Demonstrations, Public Act 

341 Section 6w (August 1, 2017) at 12 (“Staff Recommendations”). 

5
A “pseudo-tied out” resource is one that is physically located in the MISO footprint that a 

Market Participant defines for MISO Commercial Model and some control purposes as 

being located outside the MISO footprint.  
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3. Planning Reserve Margin Requirements

MISO’s FERC-approved resource adequacy construct also includes a Planning Reserve 

Margin (“PRM”) that recognizes (and is complimentary to) the reliability mechanisms of states.
6

On an annual basis, MISO conducts a Loss of Load Expectation (“LOLE”) analysis to measure 

how many resources should be required to reliably meet any load obligations throughout the 

year.  The results of this study are used to determine a PRM, which reflects the percentage above 

Coincident Peak Demand that is necessary to meet reliability standards.  Based on the PRM, 

each LSE is given a PRMR that represents the amount of megawatt (“MW”) resources that must 

be procured by an LSE in order to meet the reliability standard for the MISO system.  The actual 

effective PRMR is determined after the updated LRZ Peak Demand forecasts are submitted on 

November 1. 

In addition to the PRMR, a per-unit zonal Local Reliability Requirement (“LRR”) for the 

planning year is determined for each LRZ.  This per unit value is then applied to the peak load 

for each zone to determine the amount of resources a particular area needs to meet LOLE criteria 

of 1-in-10 LOLE criteria without the benefit of the CIL.   

MISO posted draft values for the upcoming planning year for CIL, CEL, LRR, and 

PRMR for the August 8, 2017 LOLE Working Group.
7
  These values, along with corresponding

versions for a five-year forward timeframe, will be finalized by November 1, 2017.  Based on 

MISO’s review of the interpolation/extrapolation recommended in the Staff Recommendations,
8

this methodology seems reasonable based upon LRR and PRMR values being 

interpolated/extrapolated and CIL values being held constant between calculated values.  MISO 

recommends utilizing the LRR percentage, and applying it against the zonal peak load, instead of 

the MW value calculated in November.  This procedure would increase the accuracy of the Staff-

determined PRMR value.  

6
Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 122 FERC ¶ 61,283 (2008). 

7
Two MISO postings provide the information.  For CIL and CEL, see Loss of Load  

Expectations Working Group, 20170808 LOLEWG Item 02 2018-2019 CILCEL Values 

and Study Timeline (August 8, 2017 meeting), available at: 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Events/Pages/LOLEWG20170808.aspx.   

For the LRR and PRMR, see Loss of Load Expectations Working Group, 20170808 

LOLEWG Item 03 PRM and LRR Draft Results (August 8, 2017 meeting), available at: 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Events/Pages/LOLEWG20170808.aspx. 

8
See, e.g., Staff Recommendations at 5. 
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C. Conclusion

MISO values the opportunity to respond to the Michigan PSC’s request and looks

forward to providing any support as needed in the implementation of Michigan’s legislation. 

Please contact me if you have further inquiries on this topic. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Melissa Seymour 

Melissa Seymour 

Executive Director, Customer and 

Regulatory Affairs 

Midcontinent Independent  

System Operator, Inc. 

720 City Center Drive  

Carmel, Indiana 46032 

Telephone: (317) 249-5709 

mseymour@misoenergy.org  
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162 FERC P 61176 (F.E.R.C.), 2018 WL 1124043

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
*1  Commission Opinions, Orders and Notices

Before Commissioners: Cheryl A. LaFleur, Neil Chatterjee, Robert F. Powelson, and Richard Glick.

Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc.

Docket No. ER18-462-000
ORDER ACCEPTING TARIFF FILING

(Issued February 28, 2018)

1. On December 15, 2017, pursuant to section 205 of the Federal Power Act (FPA), 1  Midcontinent Independent System
Operator, Inc. (MISO) filed the currently effective provisions of its Open Access Transmission, Energy and Operating Reserve
Markets Tariff (Tariff) governing resource adequacy in MISO. MISO states that this filing does not change any of the current
Tariff provisions regarding MISO's resource adequacy requirements, and it requests that the Commission reaffirm that these

provisions are just and reasonable. 2  As discussed below, we accept MISO's filing effective March 1, 2018, as requested.

I. Background

A. MISO's Resource Adequacy Construct

2. MISO's currently effective resource adequacy construct, primarily located in Module E-1 of its Tariff, requires load
serving entities (LSE) in each Local Resource Zone (Zone) to procure sufficient capacity to meet their respective annual
Planning Reserve Margin Requirements (Reserve Requirements), so that the LSEs in each Zone meet their aggregate Reserve

Requirements. 3  An LSE can satisfy its Reserve Requirement in any of the following four ways: (1) purchase capacity through
the Planning Resource Auction (Auction); (2) submit a Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan to demonstrate that it has designated
capacity to meet all or a portion of its Reserve Requirement, (3) self-schedule capacity and bid it into the Auction at a price

of zero, and/or (4) pay the Capacity Deficiency Charge. 4

3. MISO conducts its Auction annually in the first ten business days of April and posts the results approximately six weeks

prior to the Planning Year, which begins on June 1 and ends on May 31 of the following year. 5  The Auction utilizes a fixed
reliability target, or a vertical demand curve, to represent each Zone's Reserve Requirement. The Auction selects the least-cost
set of capacity resources needed to meet each Zone's Reserve Requirement, while respecting local and sub-regional constraints,

and establishes the Auction Clearing Price for each Zone for the upcoming Planning Year. 6

4. An LSE that elects to submit a Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan, rather than participating in the Auction, may be subject to a

Zonal Deliverability Charge. 7  The Zonal Deliverability Charge applies in instances where an LSE is designating resources in a
lower-priced Zone to serve demand in a higher-price Zone. MISO states that the charge effectively represents the “congestion”
caused by the Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan using what would have been lower-priced resources to serve higher-priced

demand. 8  An LSE can avoid payment of a Zonal Deliverability Charge if the LSE qualifies for a Grandmother Agreement or

a Zonal Deliverability Charge Hedge. 9

*2  5. Module D of the Tariff sets forth the market mitigation measures that the Independent Market Monitor (Market Monitor)
shall implement to mitigate the market effects of any conduct that would distort competitive outcomes in the Auction, as well as

the other markets and services administered by MISO. 10  Among other things, there is a 50 MW physical withholding threshold
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quantity for a market participant and any affiliates for each Zone and there are market power mitigation provisions to address

economic withholding. 11  With regard to economic withholding, the Tariff establishes a conduct and impact framework, applied
to either a MISO system-wide initial reference level of $0/MW-day or a facility-specific reference level that market participants

can request. 12

B. Voluntary Remands of Orders Issued in Docket No. ER11-4081

6. MISO's currently effective resource adequacy construct is based on a filing it made on July 20, 2011 in Docket No.
ER11-4081-000 (July 2011 Filing). MISO proposed to overhaul its resource adequacy construct and filed Module E-1 to replace
the then-effective Module E. In its June 11, 2012 order, the Commission conditionally accepted MISO's resource adequacy

proposal. 13  Madison Gas and Electric Company, Midwest Municipal Transmission Group, Missouri Joint Municipal Electric
Utility Commission, Missouri River Energy Services, and WPPI Energy (collectively, Midwest Load Serving Entities), and
NRG Power Marketing LLC (NRG Power), filed petitions for review with the United States Court of Appeals for the District
of Columbia Circuit (D.C. Circuit), challenging certain aspects of the June 2012 Order and the Rehearing Order. On January 6,
2017, the D.C. Circuit granted the Commission's unopposed motion for partial voluntary remand of the record in the Midwest

Load Serving Entities' petition to further consider, and issue a further order on, issues related to FPA section 217. 14  On October
30, 2017, the D.C. Circuit granted the Commission's unopposed motion for remand of the record in NRG Power's petition for
review to permit the Commission to issue an order that takes into account the D.C. Circuit's July 7, 2017 decision in NRG Power

Marketing, LLC. v. FERC, 862 F.3d 108 (2017) (NRG). 15

II. MISO's Filing

7. MISO states that it submitted this filing to provide certainty regarding its resource adequacy construct. MISO states that,
depending on how the Commission acts on the voluntary remand to reflect the D.C. Circuit's decision in NRG, MISO's resource

adequacy construct could be affected. 16  MISO, therefore, explains that its filing of its resource adequacy construct is intended
to protect MISO and its stakeholders from potential disruptions as a result of any forthcoming Commission order in light of

NRG. 17

*3  8. MISO states that, shortly after the voluntary remand, it raised the need for this filing with its stakeholders at the November
8, 2017 meeting of the Resource Adequacy Subcommittee. MISO explains that it discussed this filing in detail with stakeholders

at the December 13, 2017 meeting of the Resource Adequacy Subcommittee. 18

9. MISO explains that its filing does not propose any changes to the currently effective Tariff provisions; rather, MISO requests

that the Commission reaffirm that its existing resource adequacy construct is just and reasonable. 19  MISO states that, even
though the Commission has already found MISO's resource adequacy construct to be just and reasonable, MISO has included

testimony in support of its filing. 20

III. Notice and Responsive Pleadings

10. Notice of MISO's filing was published in the Federal Register, 82 Fed. Reg. 61,755 (2017), with interventions and protests

due on or before January 12, 2018. 21  The entities that filed notices of intervention, motions to intervene, comments, protests,
and answers are listed in the Appendix to this order. The entity abbreviations listed in the Appendix will be used throughout
this order.

A. Supporting Comments
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11. AMP, DTE Electric, Exelon, Indianapolis Power, Manitoba Hydro, MISO TOs, and OMS filed comments in support of
MISO's filing. AMP, Indianapolis Power, Manitoba Hydro, and MISO TOs, each states that, although it does not support every

aspect of MISO's resource adequacy construct, it supports MISO's filing. 22  AMP and DTE Electric assert that the Commission's
reaffirmation of MISO's resource adequacy construct will bring certainty to market participants in advance of the upcoming

2018/19 Auction. 23  Exelon, Indianapolis Power, and MISO TOs do not oppose Commission acceptance of MISO's filing as
a means to avoid uncertainty that would disrupt the upcoming 2018/19 Auction and/or the broader MISO resource adequacy

construct. 24

12. Exelon states that, although it has evolved over time to a limited degree, MISO's current resource adequacy construct has
— in large measure — been in place since 2012. Exelon explains that market participants are familiar with and understand

the current construct. 25  OMS supports maintaining the current resource adequacy construct because it (1) helps facilitate the
efficient balancing of resources, (2) provides states with retail competition the ability to procure capacity, and (3) allows state

and locally-regulated LSEs to recover costs not recovered in their retail rates. 26

13. Exelon and OMS state that the Commission should reject or disregard any arguments that suggest changes to the current
resource adequacy construct. Exelon and OMS contend that any changes to MISO's resource adequacy construct should be

proposed through the MISO stakeholder process. 27

B. Protests

1. Just and Reasonable Rates

*4  14. Suppliers, EPSA, and Main Line argue that certain flaws in MISO's resource adequacy construct render it unjust and

unreasonable and that the Commission should therefore reject MISO's filing. 28  EPSA and Main Line assert that the Commission

should direct MISO to file changes to its resource adequacy construct. 29  The Market Monitor asserts that it does not believe
that the Auction outcomes have been just and reasonable because the prices produced through the Auction have departed from

any reasonable measure of an efficient capacity price level. 30

15. The Market Monitor asserts that, without reasonable assurances that market forces will produce outcomes consistent with

an efficient, competitive market, the Commission cannot rely on market forces to set rates, terms, and conditions of service. 31

The Market Monitor states that it expects prices to continue to clear at near-zero prices due to attributes of MISO's construct
including the vertical demand curve coupled with new restrictions on capacity imports by PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (PJM)

and increased sub-regional transfer capability between MISO South and MISO Midwest. 32

16. Suppliers argue that MISO's Auction produces “a long string of very low or zero auction prices,” which Suppliers assert
violates section 205(a) of the FPA by denying independent generators the reasonable opportunity for cost recovery and thus

deprives them of just and reasonable rates. 33  Suppliers argue that a capacity auction that consistently clears at near-zero prices
is unduly discriminatory, in violation of section 205(b) of the FPA, because it denies just and reasonable rates to independent
generators while similarly-situated generators owned by vertically integrated utilities are guaranteed full cost recovery by their

state regulators. 34

17. Suppliers note that MISO has filed pleadings acknowledging that its capacity market is failing to ensure the availability of

an adequate supply of generation to support the safe and reliable operation of the power grid. 35  Suppliers and Main Line both
point out that MISO's CRS Filing included testimony from The Brattle Group that concluded that “MISO's current capacity
market design is unlikely to attract and retain sufficient merchant capacity to meet MISO's 1-in-10 reliability standard in the

long-term.” 36  Suppliers add that MISO expressed concerns about “significant risk of serious capacity shortfalls” and the lack
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of “a mechanism to address long-term resource adequacy” in its competitive retail Zones. 37  Main Line states that MISO

acknowledged that, under the current resource adequacy construct, there is an “imminent reliability risk in retail choice areas.” 38

2. Auction Participation

*5  18. EPSA states that, although suppliers are required to participate in Auctions, MISO's resource adequacy construct

permits LSEs to “opt out” of Auctions on a year-to-year basis by submitting a Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan. 39  According to
Suppliers, this amounts to a fundamental imbalance between buyers and sellers that contributes to capacity prices that continue

to clear at near-zero prices. 40

19. Suppliers state that there is no basis for the Commission's finding that independent generators can always “sell capacity as

part of long-term bilateral contracts.” 41  Suppliers argue that an LSE has little or no incentive to enter into a bilateral contract
when the Auction prices are expected to be low and the LSE knows that an independent generator will be required to offer its

capacity into the Auction. 42

20. According to EPSA, Auction participation should be mandatory for buyers as it is for suppliers. EPSA argues, however,
that, to the extent that such an ““opt out” provision is allowed, an LSE that chooses to do so should be required to (1) self-supply
its entire Reserve Requirement without the opportunity to sell excess capacity into the Auction and (2) demonstrate resource

adequacy for a minimum of five years. 43

3. Demand Curve

21. Main Line asserts that the vertical demand curve used to clear MISO's Auction is not just and reasonable, and that the

Commission should require MISO to implement a downward sloping demand curve. 44  The Market Monitor states that, because
it would take time to develop the necessary basis for the parameters of a sloped demand curve, the Commission should
conditionally accept MISO's filing as an interim measure for the 2018/19 Auction while initiating a proceeding under section

206 of the FPA directing MISO to develop a sloped demand curve prior to the 2019/20 Auction. 45

22. Suppliers and EPSA state that the Commission has issued numerous orders for other regional transmission organizations and

independent system operators (RTOs/ISOs) determining that sloped demand curves are superior to vertical demand curves. 46

EPSA and the Market Monitor assert, for instance, that the Commission found ISO New England, Inc.'s (ISO-NE) continued

use of vertical demand curves unjust and unreasonable. 47

23. Suppliers explain that MISO, in its CRS Filing, recognized the advantages of a downward sloping demand curve and argued

that its “proposed downward-sloping demand curve has much better pricing characteristics.” 48  Suppliers point to testimony
from The Brattle Group explaining that a vertical demand curve “creates a structurally challenging market[,] ... makes prices

extremely volatile[, and] ... is also susceptible to the exercise of market power on a system and locational basis.” 49

*6  24. EPSA notes that MISO's Market Monitor has pleaded to MISO, stakeholders, and state commissions for MISO to

incorporate a downward sloping demand curve. 50  The Market Monitor asserts that a sloped demand curve (1) stabilizes prices,

(2) reduces the risks faced by capacity sellers, and (3) reduces suppliers' incentives to withhold capacity. 51

25. The Market Monitor argues that, unlike a sloped demand curve, a vertical demand curve does not recognize the diminishing

marginal value of capacity in maintaining reliability. 52  The Market Monitor contends that a vertical demand curve does not

efficiently represent demand and therefore creates uncertainty and undermines efficient incentives. 53  The Market Monitor
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explains that, under a vertical demand curve, the first MW above the Reserve Requirement has no value even though it will

increase system reliability and lower energy and ancillary services costs. 54

26. The Market Monitor estimates that the 2017/18 Auction, which cleared almost 135 GW at $1.50/MW-day, would have
cleared at approximately 142 GW at $115/MW-day with the sloped demand curve used by the Market Monitor. According to the
Market Monitor, vertically integrated utilities would have benefited by $158 million, merchant generators would have received
$396 million more revenue through the Auction, and competitive retail loads would have borne $443 million of increased

costs. 55

4. Auction Timing

27. EPSA asserts that MISO should be required to include a three-year forward commitment — similar to those in PJM and

ISO-NE — to provide transparent, forward-looking price signals that can account for resource changes. 56  Suppliers state that
MISO's resource adequacy construct is very different than the shorter-term resource adequacy constructs used by California

Independent System Operator Corporation (CAISO) and New York Independent System Operator, Inc. (NYISO). 57

28. Suppliers state that the only way to encourage the development of Planning Resources where they are most needed is to adopt

an approach that projects capacity needs into the future. 58  Main Line asserts that the one-year forward capacity commitment has

proven unsuccessful in providing price signals necessary for the planning, financing, and construction of needed resources. 59

Suppliers similarly argue that a longer-term auction structure reflects the required lead time to build new generation, retrofit

existing generation, develop non-generation solutions, and/or repower an existing facility. 60  Suppliers contend that generation
investments are long-term in nature and ill-suited to a one-year development cycle. Suppliers assert that, without a longer-term

commitment, MISO's capacity market does not attract new entry or expansion of existing plants where it is most needed. 61

*7  29. Main Line and Suppliers state that MISO, in its CRS Filing, explained that its then-proposed “[t]hree-year-out
forward procurement of capacity will promote long-term resource adequacy for competitive retail demand and improve market
transparency through forward price signals that existing capacity resources and potential new generation and demand resources

will rely upon when making investment decisions.” 62

5. Market Power Mitigation

30. Suppliers and Main Line argue that the lack of a Minimum Offer Price Rule (MOPR) is not just and reasonable. 63  EPSA

similarly asserts that MISO's resource adequacy construct must include buyer-side mitigation rules such as a MOPR. 64  EPSA
and Main Line state that the Commission has long affirmed that centralized capacity markets “will not be able to produce the
needed investment to serve load and reliability if a subset of suppliers is allowed to bid noncompetitively to suppress market

clearing prices.” 65

31. Suppliers, EPSA, and Main Line note that the other organized capacity markets (i.e., ISO-NE, NYISO, and PJM) have rules

to prevent buyers from artificially suppressing capacity prices. 66  Suppliers argue that, without such rules, “it becomes virtually

impossible to ensure both an appropriate reserve margin and just and reasonable rates for merchant generators.” 67  Main Line

states that the Commission should direct MISO to establish an offer floor. 68

32. EPSA contends that there is no valid basis for MISO to omit such rules, and EPSA notes that MISO and its Market Monitor

previously agreed that such rules are warranted. 69  EPSA asserts that artificial price suppression is a particular concern in MISO
given the large amount of generation that is supported through retail rates or other out-of-market payments and can therefore be

ER18-462 2-28-18 Order

431a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., 162 FERC P 61176 (2018)

 © 2019 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 6

offered into the Auction at artificially low prices. 70  Suppliers assert that, although the Commission previously rejected MISO's

proposed MOPR, its rationale does not support a conclusion that the lack of a MOPR is just and reasonable. 71

33. Main Line argues that MISO's economic withholding market mitigation measures are not just and reasonable because
MISO's mitigation paradigm “establishes an implication that all positive supply offers above $25/MW-day are an attempt to

exercise market power and increase prices.” 72  Main Line states that ten percent of Cost of New Entry — the conduct threshold
for economic withholding — is an arbitrary value, and that MISO has not justified why it is an appropriate metric to measure

economic withholding. 73  Main Line asserts that the Commission should direct MISO to establish market power mitigation

rules that are a function of net Cost of New Entry and a price cap to prevent the exercise of market power. 74

6. FPA Section 217

*8  34. Midwest TDUs argue that MISO's filing is inconsistent with section 217 of the FPA because it fails to enable LSEs
to secure hedges against zonal price separation (i.e., hedges against the Zonal Deliverability Charge) or otherwise secure firm

transmission for their long-term power supply. 75  Midwest TDUs contend that section 217 of the FPA directs the Commission
to protect and support LSEs' rights to firm delivery of their capacity resources. Midwest TDUs assert that section 217(b)(4)
mandates that the Commission “enable[[] [LSEs] to secure firm transmission rights (or equivalent tradable or financial rights)

on a long term basis for long term power supply arrangements made, or planned, to meet such [service obligation] needs.” 76

35. Midwest TDUs state that section 217(c) of the FPA instructs the Commission to take into account the policies of sub-sections
217(b)(1)-(3) of the FPA, which Midwest TDUs summarize as “ensuring that utilities that held pre-existing firm transmission
rights for the delivery of their service-obligation resources will be able to continue using those rights, or will enjoy equivalent

financial rights. 77

36. Midwest TDUs argue that the Commission's acceptance of MISO's filing should not be allowed to impact the Commission's

commitment to the D.C. Circuit to further consider issues raised by Midwest TDUs related to section 217 of the FPA. 78  APPA
and Midwest TDUs explain that MISO's filing includes features of MISO's resource adequacy construct (e.g., the truncation of
Grandmother Agreements that would hedge against the Zonal Deliverability Charge and the limitations of other capacity price

separation hedges) that are currently under review following the Commission's voluntary remand. 79  APPA and Midwest TDUs

argue that any Commission acceptance of MISO's filing should be made subject to the outcome of the voluntary remand. 80

APPA adds that the Commission should clarify that any such acceptance does not moot, supersede, or otherwise limit the

ongoing review of those issues or the potential relief that may be adopted. 81

7. NRG

37. Suppliers assert that because MISO has failed to show that its resource adequacy construct is just and reasonable, MISO's

filing should be rejected, and the Commission could elect to accept MISO's original filing in Docket No. ER11-4081-000. 82

Suppliers state that, should the Commission accept MISO's July 2011 Filing, the Commission is not obligated to re-run prior

Auctions. 83

C. Answers

38. MISO argues that its construct, inclusive of all its components, is sufficient to ensure resource adequacy over the long-

term. 84  MISO asserts that the OMS-MISO Survey and the vertical demand curve combine to provide just and reasonable

signals. 85  MISO explains that its vertical demand curve defines the level of Reserve Requirements that LSEs and their

ER18-462 2-28-18 Order

432a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., 162 FERC P 61176 (2018)

 © 2019 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 7

regulatory bodies must meet, while a downward sloping demand curve introduces uncertainty regarding how much capacity

an LSE must procure. 86

*9  39. MISO explains that, because its Capacity Deficiency Charge encourages LSEs to procure sufficient resources,

mandatory participation requirements are not necessary. 87  MISO states that the majority of utilities within MISO would not
benefit from price suppression because they self-supply their own resources. MISO contends that it sees no evidence of market
buyers offering new capacity into the Auction at or below competitive levels in order to suppress prices. MISO adds that a

MOPR could result in higher prices in the regulated areas of the MISO footprint due to paying twice for capacity. 88

40. Exelon, OMS, and Southern Regulators reiterate the need for certainty with regard to the upcoming 2018/19 Auction, as
well as the assertion that the Commission should ignore proposed changes to MISO's resource adequacy construct, approve

MISO's filing, and/or reaffirm the justness and reasonableness of Module E-1 and related provisions. 89  Exelon asserts that

this is neither the time nor the place for substantial changes to MISO's resource adequacy construct. 90  OMS argues that Main
Line's protest urges the Commission to make major modifications to MISO's filing, which OMS asserts directly contravenes the

court's decision in NRG. 91  MISO asserts that the protests filed by EPSA, Main Line, and Suppliers are all based on the premise
that there is a better solution. MISO argues, however, that the Commission need not review alternative proposals in search of

the best one; rather, the Commission's obligation is to determine whether the submitted proposal is just and reasonable. 92

41. Exelon states that such significant changes in market design, as certain parties propose in this proceeding, would require
(1) dialogue among stakeholders, (2) precise revisions to the Tariff and business practice manuals, (3) technical and operational
changes, and (4) testing. Exelon states that, even if these tasks could be completed prior to the upcoming Auction, there would
be no time for market participants to evaluate the effect of any, much less all, of the proposed changes to adjust their approach

to the upcoming Auction. 93

42. OMS and Midwest TDUs contend that the Market Monitor's protest is impermissibly, in actuality, a section 206 complaint.

OMS, Midwest TDUs and MISO also contend that the Commission has already addressed these arguments. 94  OMS also argues
that the Commission lacks statutory authority to accept MISO's filing but institute a proceeding under section 206 of the FPA

regarding the justness and reasonableness of MISO's vertical demand curve, as the Market Monitor advocates. 95  Midwest
TDUs argue that the Market Monitor is essentially asking for a summary ruling that MISO's demand curve should be sloped

without successfully establishing that the existing demand curve is unjust and unreasonable. 96  Public Power also argues that
the Market Monitor has not described any new evidence or changed circumstances that would justify the Commission changing

its position. 97  MISO contends that the stakeholder process should not be circumvented with respect to the demand curve, as

the Market Monitor suggests doing through an FPA section 206 complaint. 98

*10  43. MISO also contends that, contrary to assertions by Main Line, the Commission cannot “reinstate” the most recently
approved market design because MISO affirmatively filed and the Commission accepted the cancellation of Module E, which

preceded Module E-1. 99  Consequently, MISO argues that major revisions to its capacity construct are not possible prior to

the 2018/19 Auction. 100

44. MISO reiterates that the Commission has recognized regional differences in the context of resource adequacy, and
distinguishes MISO from other regions because (1) it is primarily composed of vertically integrated utilities and (2) state

regulators generally have authority over long-term planning and resource adequacy. 101  MISO asserts that its resource adequacy
design is specifically designed to complement state resource adequacy programs, and that it will continue to work closely with

state officials and stakeholders throughout the MISO footprint. 102  OMS contends that long-term resource adequacy in the

MISO region falls within the exclusive jurisdiction of the state and local regulators. 103  Southern Regulators state that the
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existing Module E-1 Tariff provisions recognize and respect state and local regulators' exclusive jurisdiction over resource

adequacy. 104

45. Public Power and OMS state that the current resource adequacy construct has produced an adequate supply of resources and

that it is projected to do so through at least 2022. 105  Public Power, Midwest TDUs, and OMS contend that the Commission
has already rejected the Eastern RTO/ISO-style elements requested by parties representing independent generators in this

proceeding. 106  Public Power and Midwest TDUs assert that the protests fail to identify changed circumstances or new evidence

that would warrant modifications to MISO's resource adequacy construct in this proceeding. 107

46. OMS explains that, for the 2017/18 Planning Year, less than five percent of the region's Reserve Requirements were obtained

through the 2017/18 Auction. 108  OMS, therefore, concludes that the Auction is merely a supplemental auction for capacity and

that it is not a mechanism to ensure long-term resource adequacy or to establish capacity prices in the MISO region. 109  OMS
also contends that, because the vast majority of MISO is comprised of vertically integrated utilities, a downward sloping demand
curve is unnecessary. OMS argues that comparisons by the Market Monitor between the MISO Auction and those of other
RTOs/ISOs are inappropriate given this difference, which results in most MISO states rarely considering Auction prices when

evaluating their utilities' resource proposals. 110  Public Power contends that the low Auction prices observed by the Market
Monitor are the result of supply and demand fundamentals. Public Power also argues that Auction prices cannot be viewed in

isolation given the numerous ways that LSEs can satisfy their resource adequacy requirements. 111

*11  47. In response to Main Line's contention that MISO's economic withholding provisions are not just and reasonable,
Midwest TDUs state that the Commission's directives establishing these provisions were subject to compliance filings,
rehearing, and subsequent Commission action. Midwest TDUs assert that Main Line fails to explain why its arguments are not

a collateral attack on prior Commission orders. 112

48. MISO, Public Power, Midwest TDUs, and OMS note that the Commission rejected MISO's CRS Filing. 113  Public Power

and Midwest TDUs state that the CRS Filing would have only applied to retail choice areas, 114  and Midwest TDUs question
how MISO's statements supporting a limited proposal that the Commission rejected could now justify broader changes to

MISO's resource adequacy construct. 115  MISO argues that assertions based on the CRS Filing amount to a collateral attack on

the Commission's findings in that proceeding. 116  Midwest TDUs argue that Main Line mischaracterizes MISO's CRS Filing,
and asserts that any Commission order accepting the CRS Filing would have needed to find that the section 205 filing was just

and reasonable, not that the existing construct was unjust and unreasonable. 117

49. OMS explains that the states (i.e., Illinois and Michigan) that would have been affected by the CRS Filing have mechanisms

in place to address resource adequacy. 118  Midwest TDUs assert that, although Suppliers point to Illinois' Zero Emissions Credits
program as evidence that MISO's resource adequacy construct is failing, MISO's resource adequacy construct is designed to

accommodate and complement state-based initiatives. 119  MISO explains that recent actions taken by Michigan and Illinois
address the resource adequacy needs in the retail choice areas of MISO. MISO adds that it has been working with those states

on long-term resource adequacy solutions. 120

50. Public Power asserts that the pendency of the voluntary remands in Docket No. ER11-4081 does not prevent the Commission
from accepting MISO's current resource adequacy construct as just and reasonable, subject to the outcome of the remands

and any further court proceedings. 121  Public Power argues that, even if the Commission concluded that it exceeded its FPA
section 205 authority in light of NRG, that conclusion would not undermine the Commission's rationales for finding that certain

elements (i.e., MOPR and mandatory auction) of MISO's July 2011 Filing to be unnecessary. 122  MISO explains that it does not
intend its filing to interfere or influence the pending matters before the D.C. Circuit. MISO notes, however, that an upcoming
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filing may address some of the concerns raised by Midwest TDUs and APPA through the creation of additional capacity hedging

options for LSEs. 123

*12  51. Main Line states that MISO's filing amounts to an attempt to circumvent the D.C. Circuit's decision in NRG and the
voluntary remand. Main Line asserts that the Commission should (1) reject MISO's filing and direct MISO to correct its resource

adequacy market design or (2) suspend the filing and establish hearing and/or settlement procedures. 124  Suppliers and EPSA

assert that it would be legal error for the Commission to simply rely on its findings that have been voluntarily remanded. 125

52. Main Line argues that the retail choice areas in MISO have no state or local authority that has jurisdiction over long-term
resource planning, and thus it is the Commission's responsibility to prevent MISO from shirking its responsibility under its

Tariff to ensure resource adequacy. 126  Main Line acknowledges that discussions regarding resource adequacy are taking place

in Illinois, but contends that any action in Illinois would require legislation. 127  Suppliers and EPSA state that the actions taken

by Michigan have not been finalized and only preliminary discussions have taken place in Illinois. 128

53. In response to assertions by MISO and OMS, Suppliers and EPSA state that (1) they are not arguing that all capacity
markets must be identical, but rather that a well-functioning capacity market must include the four features described in their
protests, (2) the fact that utilities own the vast majority of capacity within MISO does not justify unjust and unreasonable rates
for independent generators, (3) they are not merely claiming that there is a better alternative, but rather that MISO's resource
adequacy construct is not just and reasonable as demonstrated by Suppliers' protest, and (4) the Auction will clear at near-zero

prices, which will discourage new investment and ultimately hurt consumers. 129

54. Customer Coalition, Midwest TDUs, and Public Power assert that the Commission should deny the Market Monitor's out-
of-time motion to intervene because (1) the Market Monitor failed to demonstrate good cause; (2) the intervention will disrupt
the proceeding; (3) the Market Monitor failed to demonstrate that its interest is not already adequately represented; and (4)

the intervention will prejudice existing parties. 130  Customer Coalition also argues that the Market Monitor's protest should be

rejected as a collateral attack on the Commission's June 2012 Order and Rehearing Order. 131

IV. Discussion

A. Procedural Matters

55. Pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.214 (2017), the notices of
intervention and timely, unopposed motions to intervene serve to make the entities that filed them parties to this proceeding.
Pursuant to Rule 214(d) of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.214(d) (2017), we grant OMS's
and the Market Monitor's late-filed motions to intervene given their interest in the proceeding, the early stage of the proceeding,
and the absence of undue prejudice or delay. Rule 213(a)(2) of the Commission's Rule of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. §
385.213(a)(2) (2017), prohibits an answer to a protest or answer unless otherwise ordered by the decisional authority. We accept
the answers because they have provided information that assisted us in our decision-making process.

B. Substantive Matters

*13  56. As discussed below, we find MISO's filed Tariff provisions are just, reasonable, and not unduly discriminatory or
preferential. Indeed, despite the arguments raised in this proceeding alleging that certain components of MISO's resource
adequacy construct are unjust and unreasonable, we find that MISO's resource adequacy construct “ensure[s] access to
deliverable, reliable and adequate Planning Resources to meet Coincident Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak Demand

requirements on the Transmission System.” 132
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57. In its orders, the Commission has consistently rejected a one-size-fits-all approach in the various RTOs/ISOs due, in large

part, to significant differences between each region and that there can be more than one just and reasonable rate. 133  The
Commission's orders on MISO's resource adequacy construct have reflected that approach: the Commission has consistently

recognized the differences between MISO and other RTOs/ISOs. 134  Those differences continue to hold true even as MISO's
footprint has changed significantly. Specifically, MISO differs from other RTOs/ISOs because of the greater portion of load
served by vertically integrated utilities that are subject to retail cost-of-service regulation compared to the prevalence of retail

choice in other RTOs/ISOs. 135  Thus, as discussed below, we are not persuaded to reject MISO's resource adequacy construct,
in whole or in part, because a particular aspect of the construct differs from what the Commission approved in another RTO/
ISO. It is for these reasons, and those discussed below, that we accept MISO's filing effective March 1, 2018, as requested.

1. Just and Reasonable Rates

58. We find that MISO's resource adequacy construct enables the MISO region to maintain sufficient resources to meet system-
wide and locational Reserve Requirements and, thus, results in just and reasonable rates. Indeed, the most recent OMS-MISO

Survey indicates that the MISO region will continue to maintain sufficient resources through 2022. 136

59. MISO's resource adequacy construct ensures just and reasonable rates by creating a price signal that reflects the availability
of capacity rather than by creating any particular price. We are not persuaded by Suppliers' assertion that independent generators
are not afforded a reasonable opportunity for cost recovery or that the Auction is unduly discriminatory because it has cleared at
near-zero prices. The Commission has recognized that, in an RTO/ISO region that features surplus capacity, capacity prices may

be below the net Cost of New Entry. 137  However, we note that, contrary to claims that generators cannot recover their costs,
the Market Monitor states that most resources' energy and ancillary services revenues entirely cover their net-going forward

costs. 138

*14  60. The low capacity prices, where they have arisen in MISO, accurately reflect MISO's capacity surplus. The fact that
prices have not signaled to independent generators a need to build, retro-fit, or even simply maintain existing resources is more
indicative of a well-functioning capacity procurement construct than it is of an unjust and unreasonable construct. To the extent

that local or regional capacity needs arise in the MISO region, we would expect prices to increase to reflect such needs. 139

Indeed, recent Auction prices indicate that MISO's resource adequacy construct reflects the availability of capacity. The Auction
price changes over the last three years of data correlate to movements in supply and demand conditions. Specifically, the Auction

prices for the majority of MISO Midwest (Zones 1-7) 140  cleared at $3.48/MW-day in the 2015/16 Auction, $72/MW-day

in the 2016/17 Auction, and $1.50/MW-day in the 2017/18 Auction. 141  These prices correspond to differences between the
relative amounts of capacity either offered into the Auction or submitted in a Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan in MISO Midwest
and the cumulative Reserve Requirements of these zones. Such differences, which connote excess capacity above the Reserve
Requirement, were 4,376 MW in the 2015/16 Planning Year, 2,079 MW in the 2016/17 Planning Year, and 4,438 MW in the

2017/18 Planning Year. 142

2. Auction Participation

61. We disagree with Suppliers' and EPSA's assertions that it is unduly discriminatory for the Auction to be voluntary for
buyers (i.e., LSEs) and mandatory for sellers. It is true that the Tariff's physical withholding provisions require sellers to offer

uncommitted resources into the Auction; 143  however, sellers are not bound to this requirement if they sell their capacity

bilaterally or to a neighboring region. Indeed, sellers continue to sell their capacity outside the Auction construct, 144  and

Suppliers themselves acknowledge that capacity sellers in MISO continue to sell capacity to PJM. 145
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62. Further, while LSEs have the option to refrain from procuring enough capacity to meet their Reserve Requirements, doing

so comes at a significant cost in the form of the Capacity Deficiency Charge. 146  As MISO explained in its answer, no LSE has

ever paid the Capacity Deficiency Charge. 147  It is therefore clear that MISO's resource adequacy construct, due to the Capacity
Deficiency Charge and/or other factors, has been effective in encouraging LSEs to procure the amount of capacity needed to
fully meet their Reserve Requirements. Nevertheless, we continue to find there need not be perfect symmetry between the

mitigation for buyers and sellers because of differences in how they might be able to exercise market power. 148  As described
below, most LSEs in MISO lack the incentive to suppress capacity prices through the exercise of buyer-side market power,

because they buy little or no capacity through the Auction. 149

*15  63. We also disagree with the notion that LSEs have the ability to exercise buyer-side market power by toggling between
procuring capacity in the Auction and submitting a Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan as a way to suppress prices. LSEs that have
an incentive to suppress prices in the Auction are net-short on capacity and, therefore, have no excess capacity to offer into
the Auction. Regardless of whether such LSEs self-schedule their demand and resources into the Auction or submit a Fixed
Resource Adequacy Plan and offer only their unmet demand into the Auction, the end result is the same: these LSEs will
procure from other sellers the exact same amount of capacity in the Auction. In other words, the manner by which these LSEs
effectively remove their matched demand and capacity from the Auction has no effect on which marginal resource(s) set the
Auction Clearing Price(s).

64. We acknowledge, however, that an LSE with a significant net-short position and superior visibility into the supply and
demand dynamics for an upcoming Auction could procure a portion of its net capacity needs bilaterally with the intention to
suppress prices in the Auction in a way to reduce its overall capacity procurement costs. However, nothing in the record supports
the notion that any such LSE exists and how such an LSE would have better information leading up to an Auction than any

capacity seller. Indeed, the record indicates that most LSEs buy little or no capacity through the Auction. 150  Moreover, LSEs
do not necessarily decide how much or from which sellers they are to procure capacity. For instance, in Illinois — one of two
retail choice states in the MISO region — the Illinois Power Agency determines what percentage of its capacity needs Ameren
Illinois will procure in a state-run request for proposals and selects that amount of capacity on behalf of Ameren Illinois through

a competitive and transparent process, with the remaining amount procured through the Auction. 151  Thus, in Illinois, Ameren
Illinois has no ability to procure uneconomic resources to manipulate the Auction outcomes.

65. Further, even if, arguendo, LSEs could exercise market power by toggling between Fixed Resource Adequacy Plans and
the Auction, we note that capacity sellers have the same — if not greater — ability to similarly toggle between selling capacity
bilaterally and through the Auction. For instance, capacity sellers (including net-long vertically integrated utilities) have the
option to sell capacity directly to LSEs in MISO through bilateral contracts, through the Auction, to buyers or RTOs/ISOs in

neighboring regions, or through a combination of the three. 152  Capacity sellers can, therefore, pursue whichever strategy they
expect to maximize the revenues received for their aggregate capacity sales — so long as that strategy does not violate the
Tariff's market power mitigation provisions or amount to market manipulation.

*16  66. Finally, although we need not address alternatives to a just and reasonable proposal, we note that EPSA's proposal
would bar an LSE that submits a Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan from selling excess capacity into the Auction. Doing so would
unnecessarily increase rates for such a net-long LSE's retail customers, while artificially removing qualified capacity from
MISO's resource pool and potentially increasing rates for the retail customers of net-short LSEs that procure capacity in the
Auction.
 
3. Demand Curve

67. We find that MISO's use of a vertical demand curve continues to be just and reasonable. The vast majority (approximately
90 percent) of MISO's load is served by vertically integrated utilities over which state and local authorities play an active role
in ensuring resource adequacy. In fact, even states with retail competition (i.e., Illinois and Michigan) have played an active
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role in ensuring resource adequacy. For instance, since MISO proposed its CRS filing — which the Commission rejected and
which parties frequently reference in this proceeding — both the Illinois and Michigan legislatures passed resource adequacy-

related legislation. 153

68. As pointed out by Suppliers, EPSA, and the Market Monitor, the Commission has acknowledged the benefits of sloped
demand curves for other RTOs/ISOs. However, as with other elements of capacity constructs, we continue to evaluate the slope
of the demand curve within the context of the specific attributes of the region. Given the extremely high proportion of vertically
integrated utilities and the active role that states have played, we find that the vertical demand curve is just and reasonable
for use in MISO's resource adequacy construct. The Commission accepting both vertical and sloped demand curves is also
consistent with precedent that, when evaluating filings made under section 205 of the FPA, the proposal “need not be the only

reasonable methodology, or even the most accurate,” so long as it is just and reasonable. 154

69. With respect to arguments by Suppliers and the Market Monitor that the vertical demand curve causes high volatility and
uncertainty in Auction prices, we find that high volatility does not necessarily render a market construct unjust and unreasonable
if such volatility accurately reflects underlying supply and demand conditions. We also disagree with the Market Monitor's
contention that a vertical demand curve leads to prices that are not just and reasonable by failing to recognize the diminishing
marginal benefits of excess capacity. MISO's resource adequacy construct was developed to ensure that LSEs in MISO acquired
sufficient capacity each year to maintain the one day in ten year reliability standard. Although certain constructs may value
capacity beyond that amount, doing so is not essential to MISO's construct fulfilling this principal objective.

4. Auction Timing

*17  70. We find that the prompt Auction design — held six weeks before each Planning Year — is just and reasonable. 155

As mentioned above, despite claims that the Auction's price signals are insufficient, under the current construct that features a

prompt Auction design, the MISO region is expected to maintain sufficient resources well into the next decade. 156  Accordingly,
we disagree with EPSA, Main Line, and Suppliers that their preferred design — a multi-year forward auction construct — is
necessary for MISO's resource adequacy construct to be just and reasonable.

71. A resource that clears a three-year forward auction construct obtains the same one-year capacity commitment as a resource
that clears a prompt auction (albeit three years in the future). Should a resource owner desire revenue certainty for multiple
years, the only way to attain that certainty in the existing RTO/ISO capacity markets — including those with three-year forward
periods — is to sell that capacity bilaterally. Given the ability for LSEs to opt out of the Auction and otherwise procure capacity,
MISO's resource adequacy construct is designed to accommodate bilateral contracting that could provide sellers a multi-year
capacity commitment.

72. Additionally, as MISO observes in its answer, the OMS-MISO Survey provides some of the transparency that protesters
argue is lacking without a multi-year forward period. Specifically, the OMS-MISO Survey includes robust data on a five-
year horizon used to estimate the amount of capacity available in each Zone, including generation that may retire or complete
construction, as well as projected load and Reserve Requirements. Given the uncertainty regarding offer behavior of market
participants, this data does not fully substitute for forward price signals provided by forward auction designs. However, as
described above, Auction prices have generally tracked the difference between Reserve Requirements and the amount of
available resources — information estimated by the OMS-MISO Survey.

73. We also note that the vast majority of MISO load is served by LSEs that are subject to state or local integrated resource
planning processes. Such processes typically consider resource needs multiple years in the future. Furthermore, based on recent

legislation, competitive suppliers in Michigan must demonstrate that they have sufficient capacity several years out. 157  Such
long-term planning processes diminish the need for and, thus, benefits of forward price signals.
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74. There are also benefits to a prompt auction construct. For instance, MISO's prompt Auction design allows load forecasting

to occur within the year leading up to the Planning Year, 158  which may be beneficial because LSEs can accurately forecast their
loads by taking into consideration changes such as those resulting from shifting economic conditions and MISO can accurately
account for transmission constraints, forced outage rates, and expected performance of Load Modifying Resources. This is not
to say a prompt auction is preferable to a forward auction, but rather acknowledges that a prompt auction market design — like

a forward auction market design — can be just and reasonable. 159

 
5. Market Power Mitigation

*18  75. In its Rehearing Order, the Commission upheld its decision in the June 2012 Order to reject MISO's proposed

MOPR. 160  The Commission considered additional information that it had elicited from parties regarding the degree of bilateral
contracting in MISO and determined that the MOPR was still not needed. For the same reasons articulated in the Rehearing
Order, we continue to find that a MOPR is not needed at this time for MISO's resource adequacy construct to be just and
reasonable.

76. The Commission found that the vast majority of capacity in MISO is owned by vertically integrated utilities and most
of the capacity owned by independent generators is sold under long-term bilateral contracts. Nothing in the record in this
proceeding disputes this finding or indicates that conditions have changed. Accordingly, we remain unpersuaded that it is
potentially economic for LSEs to procure new capacity at above-market prices in order to suppress prices in the Auction —

through which only a small portion of capacity is acquired by LSEs. 161

77. As the Commission found in the Rehearing Order, the Auction price may affect the prices in the bilateral market. However,
the effect of a change in price from a given year on the average cost of bilaterally-acquired capacity may be limited because
many bilateral contracts span multiple years. Given the long-term nature of bilateral contracts, an LSE would have to suppress
prices in the Auction for multiple years to reduce the cost of capacity acquired through bilateral contracts and realize a reduction
in its overall capacity costs (i.e., the cost of capacity acquired through bilateral contracts and in the Auction). Because an LSE
would have to procure new capacity at above market costs to suppress prices for multiple years, we find it unlikely that an LSE
would pursue such a strategy that may not provide it net benefits.

78. We also disagree with assertions that the clearing price of MISO's Auction is indicative of price suppression by LSEs. For
instance, although the 2017/18 Auction cleared at $1.50/MW-day there is no evidence in the record that such prices indicate
price suppression rather than supply and demand fundamentals. In particular, Reserve Requirements for the MISO region have
fallen from the 2015/16 Planning Year through the 2017/18 Planning Year while the amount of capacity offered increased

between the 2016/17 and 2017/18 Auctions. 162  Such results are consistent with supply and demand fundamentals.

79. We also disagree with protesters' assertion that, because the Commission has approved or required MOPRs in other RTOs/
ISOs, MISO's resource adequacy construct is unjust and unreasonable without a MOPR. As described above, the Commission
provides regions with substantial flexibility in their capacity constructs. Correspondingly, the Commission considers the specific

attributes of regions and their members when evaluating the justness and reasonableness of capacity constructs. 163  Although
the other RTOs/ISOs with capacity constructs contain some vertically-integrated utilities, such utilities serve a much smaller

portion of their overall load than in MISO where vertically-integrated LSEs serve more than 90 percent of load. 164

*19  80. As discussed above, the higher the percentage of a region's load that is served by competitive suppliers, the higher
the potential benefits, and therefore likelihood, of price suppression. In regions with substantial retail restructuring, numerous
LSEs may have substantial incentives to suppress prices. By contrast, the potential for price suppression and thus the benefits
of ensuring competitive prices from a MOPR are comparatively low in MISO. Given the largely vertically integrated nature of
LSEs in MISO, we find that, at this time, it is not necessary for the MISO's resource adequacy construct to include a MOPR in
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order to be just and reasonable. Additionally, as noted above, the Commission can approve a proposal, finding that it “need not

be the only reasonable methodology ... so long as it is just and reasonable,” 165  which we find to be the case here.

81. We also disagree with Main Line's assertion that MISO's Tariff provisions establish “an implication” that supply offers

above $25/MW-day (roughly ten percent of Cost of New Entry) amount to an attempt to exercise market power. 166  The Tariff
not only affords sellers the opportunity to request facility-specific reference levels, under which they can submit offers into the
Auction without any risk of mitigation, but it also allows such sellers to simply adopt default technology-specific non-capital

avoidable costs. 167  In its order accepting MISO's proposed default values, the Commission explained that these default values
would provide sellers “with a reasonable level under which they can submit competitive offers into the Auction without failing

the conduct test.” 168

82. Main Line also seems to propose that MISO move away from its conduct and impact (seller-side) market power mitigation

framework and instead simply establish a price cap based on some multiple of net Cost of New Entry. 169  First, the Auction
already has a price cap that exceeds a theoretical net Cost of New Entry and thus already reflects a multiple of net Cost

of New Entry. 170  Second, as discussed above, the Auction already provides sellers with technology-specific values under
which they can submit resource offers without any risk of mitigation. Further, if the avoidable costs of a particular resource
exceed the technology-specific values, the seller can submit facility-specific cost data to support an increased facility-specific
reference level. Indeed, MISO's current conduct and impact framework allows capacity sellers to submit competitive offers
based on facility-specific and/or technology-specific data, in a way that is not unduly burdensome and safeguards against the
potential exercise of economic withholding. We, therefore, find MISO's current market power mitigation provisions to be just
and reasonable.

6. FPA Section 217

*20  83. We disagree with Midwest TDUs that provisions of MISO's filing pertaining to the Zonal Deliverability Charge are
inconsistent with section 217 of the FPA. As discussed below, under section 217, an LSE is entitled to use firm transmission
rights to meet its service obligation associated with the delivery of energy and ancillary services, but this entitlement does not

extend to the cost of capacity. 171  Thus, section 217 does not bar the implementation of the Zonal Deliverability Charge imposed
as part of MISO's resource adequacy construct.

84. Essentially, Midwest TDUs argue that section 217 requires that LSEs be exempt from MISO's Zonal Deliverability Charge,
which is imposed on an LSE that submits a Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan when the Auction Clearing Prices for Zones diverge
and the LSE has load in a higher priced Zone than the Zone where the LSE's capacity resource is located. Midwest TDUs
assert that section 217 exempts LSEs from this charge with respect to both their existing capacity resources and new capacity

resources. 172

85. MISO's Zonal Deliverability Charge is part of MISO's resource adequacy construct that is intended to ensure that there is a
reliable supply of capacity to satisfy load in MISO's footprint, and that the capacity is located so that its energy is deliverable
to load. Capacity constructs ensure that (1) LSEs, individually and collectively for the region, can procure sufficient energy
to serve their peak load; and (2) that the energy is actually deliverable to LSEs' load. In order to ensure that the energy is
deliverable, it is common for capacity constructs to divide regions into zones. Such zones, in order to provide price signals to
LSEs for where to locate resources and to reflect congestion caused by the import or export of resources between zones, must
expose LSEs to locational price differentials at issue here. Shielding LSEs from locational price differentials, as Midwest TDUs
suggest, would undermine the functionality of the MISO capacity construct and potentially harm reliability.
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86. We do not interpret section 217 as forbidding the imposition of Zonal Deliverability Charges on LSEs with firm transmission
rights. Section 217(b)(2) ensures that LSEs are entitled to use their firm transmission rights to deliver energy to meet their
service obligation:

Any [LSE] described in [section 217(b)(1)] is entitled to use the firm transmission rights, or, equivalent
tradable or financial transmission rights, in order to deliver the output or purchased energy, or the output
of other generating facilities or purchased energy to the extent deliverable using the rights, to the extent

required to meet the service obligation of the [LSE]. 173

By the express language of this provision, LSEs are entitled to use their firm transmission rights, or equivalent, to deliver energy
to meet their service obligations, to the extent deliverable. Nothing in section 217 purports to shield LSEs from capacity charges
that are necessary to correctly value the locational aspects of capacity so that the system operator can ensure resource adequacy.

*21  87. In Order No. 681, which implemented section 217, 174  the Commission applied the requirements of FPA section 217

to energy and ancillary services markets, and did not address capacity markets. 175  The Commission explained, inter alia, that

for a transmission right to be “firm,” it must be firm as to both quantity and price. 176  The Commission explained that in the
context of Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP), this means “firm transmission rights” “must be firm as to both the ‘physical’

component of the right and the ‘financial’ component of the right.” 177  The Commission noted that financial transmission rights
can hedge congestion costs when matched to the physical path of the transmission right and can make transmission rights in an
LMP system “firm.” Order No. 681 did not suggest that firm transmission rights meant that the cost of capacity must be firm as to

price. Even Midwest TDUs have acknowledged that Order No. 681 did not address subjects beyond transmission of energy. 178

88. The Zonal Deliverability Charge does not affect the rights of LSEs to physically use firm transmission service to deliver
energy to their load. Nor does the Zonal Deliverability Charge affect the price of transmission service to deliver energy from a
point of receipt to load. Further, the Zonal Deliverability Charge does not affect the quantity of capacity that LSEs have relied
on and can rely on from their resource. Midwest TDUs' argument is based solely on the cost of capacity. They assert that the
cost of capacity from their designated capacity resource is bundled as part of their transmission service that delivers energy
from their resource to load, and accordingly, section 217 dictates that their cost of capacity must forever remain unchanged. We
find nothing in the language of section 217 to support this premise.

89. Since the issuance of Order No. 681, the Commission has repeatedly held that the requirements of section 217 do not apply

to capacity markets. 179  For example, in the PJM CIL Rehearing Order, the Commission denied rehearing of its order approving
Capacity Import Limits for PJM's capacity market, which were limits on the amount of capacity from external generation
resources that can be reliably committed in the PJM forward capacity auctions. The Commission rejected the argument by an
LSE that the Capacity Import Limits are not consistent with section 217, explaining that section 217 does not apply to capacity
markets:

Section 217 applies to firm transmission rights or financial transmission rights. These rights apply
in the energy market. Capacity markets, however, were established to ensure the long-term reliability
and adequacy of the system and, therefore, different requirements may reasonably be applied to these

markets. 180
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*22  Citing the PJM CIL Rehearing Order, in the PJM Pseudo-Tie Enhancements Order, the Commission disagreed with an
LSE's argument that the alleged unilateral authority that PJM sought over pseudo-ties threatened the vested rights of market

participants under section 217 of the FPA. 181

90. Finally, we note that, although not required under section 217, limited opportunities do exist under MISO's resource adequacy
construct for LSEs to hedge against capacity price separation. Specifically, LSEs will receive Zonal Deliverability Charge
Hedges associated with increased transmission capability between zones due to transmission upgrades that they fund.

91. In sum, we conclude that under section 217, LSEs are entitled to use firm transmission rights to meet their service obligations
associated with the delivery of energy and ancillary services, but that this entitlement does not extend to the cost of capacity.
The Zonal Deliverability Charge does not hinder the ability of LSEs to use firm transmission rights to serve energy to their load.
Accordingly, we reject Midwest TDUs' contention that FPA section 217 bars the implementation of the Zonal Deliverability
Charge.

7. NRG

92. Although Suppliers assert in this proceeding that the Commission should accept MISO's July 2011 Filing without
invalidating past Auctions, this proceeding is limited to consideration of MISO's filing in this docket. Issues related to the
Commission's actions on voluntary remand in light of NRG are fully addressed in the concurrently-issued order in Docket No.

ER11-4081. 182

The Commission orders:

MISO's December 15, 2017 filing is hereby accepted, as discussed in the body of this order.

By the Commission. Chairman McIntyre is not participating.

(SEAL)

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr.
Deputy Secretary

Appendix

Motions to Intervene

Alliant Energy Corporate Services, Inc.

Ameren Services Company on behalf of Ameren Illinois Company (Ameren Illinois), Ameren Transmission Company of
Illinois, and Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri

American Electric Power Service Corporation on behalf of Appalachian Power Company, Indiana Michigan Power Company,
Kentucky Power Company, Kingsport Power Company, Ohio Power Company, Wheeling Power Company, Southwestern
Electric Power Company, Public Service Company of Oklahoma, AEP Energy Partners, Inc., and AEP Retail Energy Partners,
LLC
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Calpine Corporation

Coalition of MISO Transmission Customers (Customer Coalition)

Consumers Energy Company

Duke Energy Corporation on behalf of Duke Energy Indiana, LLC, Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC, Duke Energy Progress, LLC,
and Duke Energy Business Services, LLC

Hoosier Energy Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc. and Southern Illinois Power Cooperative

*23  ITC Companies (International Transmission Company d/b/a ITCTransmission, Michigan Electric Transmission Company,
LLC, and ITC Midwest LLC)

Michigan South Central Power Agency

Public Citizen, Inc.

Wabash Valley Power Association, Inc.

Wisconsin Electric Power Company and Wisconsin Public Service Corporation

Wolverine Power Supply Cooperative, Inc.

Notices of Intervention

Council of the City of New Orleans, Louisiana (Council of New Orleans)

Illinois Commerce Commission

Mississippi Public Service Commission (Mississippi Commission)

Missouri Public Service Commission

Public Utility Commission of Texas (Texas Commission)

Motions to Intervene and Comments and/or Protests

American Municipal Power, Inc. (AMP)

American Public Power Association (APPA)

DTE Electric Company (DTE Electric)

Dynegy Marketing and Trade, LLC and Illinois Power Marketing Company (Dynegy) and NRG Power Marketing LLC and
GenOn Energy Management, LLC (NRG Companies) (collectively, Suppliers)

Electric Power Supply Association (EPSA)
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Exelon Corporation (Exelon)

Indianapolis Power & Light Company (Indianapolis Power)

Main Line Generation, LLC (Main Line)

Manitoba Hydro

Midwest TDUs (Conway Corporation, Great Lakes Utilities, Madison Gas and Electric Company, Midwest Municipal
Transmission Group, Missouri Joint Municipal Electric Utilities Commission, Missouri River Energy Services, Municipal
Energy Agency of Nebraska, City of North Little Rock, Southern Minnesota Municipal Power Agency, and WPPI Energy)

MISO Transmission Owners (MISO TOs) (Ameren Services Company, as agent for Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren
Missouri, Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois and Ameren Transmission Company of Illinois; Big Rivers Electric
Corporation; Central Minnesota Municipal Power Agency; City Water, Light & Power (Springfield, IL); Cleco Power LLC;
Cooperative Energy; Dairyland Power Cooperative; Duke Energy Business Services, LLC for Duke Energy Indiana, LLC;
East Texas Electric Cooperative; Entergy Arkansas, Inc.; Entergy Louisiana, LLC; Entergy Mississippi, Inc.; Entergy New
Orleans, LLC; Entergy Texas, Inc.; Great River Energy; Hoosier Energy Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc.; Indiana Municipal
Power Agency; MidAmerican Energy Company; Minnesota Power (and its subsidiary Superior Water, L&P); Missouri
River Energy Services; Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern Indiana Public Service Company; Northern States Power
Company, a Minnesota corporation, and Northern States Power Company, a Wisconsin corporation, subsidiaries of Xcel Energy,
Inc.; Northwestern Wisconsin Electric Company; Otter Tail Power Company; Prairie Power, Inc.; Southern Illinois Power
Cooperative; Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Company (d/b/a Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana); Southern Minnesota
Municipal Power Agency; and Wabash Valley Power Association, Inc.)
 
Out-of-Time Motions to Intervene and Comments and/or Protests

*24  Organization of MISO States (OMS)

Potomac Economics, Ltd. (Market Monitor)

Answers 183

AMP and APPA (Public Power)

Council of New Orleans, Mississippi Commission, and Texas Commission (Southern Regulators)

Customer Coalition

Exelon

Main Line

Midwest TDUs

MISO

OMS
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Suppliers and EPSA

Footnotes
1 16 U.S.C. § 824d (2012).
2 MISO states that it has intended to include all sections of the Tariff that impact MISO's existing resource adequacy construct. MISO

Filing at 1 n.2. Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein have the meanings ascribed to them in MISO's Tariff.
3 MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, Module E-1, § 68A.7 (31.0.0).
4 Id., Module E-1, § 69A (32.0.0).
5 Id., Module A, § P (38.0.0); Module E-1, § 69A.7 (31.0.0).
6 Id., Module E-1, § 69A.7.1 (38.0.0).
7 Id., Module E-1, § 69A.7.6 (31.0.0).
8 MISO Filing at 13-14.
9 Because eligibility for Grandmother Agreements lasts for two years, existing LSEs no longer qualify, and now only new LSEs may

be eligible for Grandmother Agreements. Id. at 14 n.63; MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, Module E-2, § 69A.11.12 (30.0.0). An LSE
may also be able to qualify for a Zonal Deliverability Charge Hedge if it funds certain Transmission System upgrades that result
in an increase in the Capacity Import Limit of the Zone in which its load is located. MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, Module E-1, §
69A.7.7(b) (30.0.0).

10 Id., Module D, § I (31.0.0).
11 Id., Module D, § 64.1.1 (40.0.0).
12 Id., Module D, § 64.1.4 (46.0.0). A market participant can request a facility-specific reference level by either submitting its facility's

avoidable costs or by using the applicable default technology-specific avoidable cost value. Id.
13 Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,199 (2012) (June 2012 Order), order on reh'g, 153 FERC ¶ 61,229

(2015) (Rehearing Order). The Commission accepted most features of MISO's proposal, but rejected aspects of MISO's proposal that
would have (1) implemented a mandatory auction, (2) applied a Minimum Offer Price Rule (MOPR), and (3) permanently exempted
LSEs with Grandmother Agreements from Zonal Deliverability Charges.

14 16 U.S.C. § 824q (2012).
15 In an order issued concurrently with this order, the Commission rejects MISO's entire filing in Docket No. ER11-4081-000 as a result

of the NRG decision. Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 162 FERC ¶ 61, 173 (2018).
16 MISO Filing at 2.
17 Id. at 2 n.7. MISO notes that the Commission recently rejected a 2012 filing due to the impact of NRG. Id. (citing PJM Interconnection,

L.L.C., 161 FERC ¶ 61,252 (2017)).
18 Id. at 4.
19 Id. at 1.
20 Id. at 2-3, 18 (citing Tabs E-G). MISO states that Tab C lists the Commission orders on each Tariff section included in this filing and

that Tab D describes each filing made to Module E-1 or a substantive related provision. Id. at 4.
21 On December 19, 2017, the Commission issued an errata notice extending the comment deadline from January 5, 2018 to January

12, 2018, as requested by MISO. See id. at 1.
22 AMP Comments at 3; Indianapolis Power Comments at 3-4; Manitoba Hydro Comments at 2; MISO TOs Comments at 4.
23 AMP Comments at 3; DTE Electric Comments at 3.
24 Exelon Comments at 2; Indianapolis Power Comments at 3-4; MISO TOs Comments at 4-5. OMS states that it supports MISO's

strategy to avoid remand risk. OMS Comments at 3-4.
25 Exelon Comments at 2. Indianapolis Power and OMS explain that MISO and its stakeholders continue to work on improvements to

MISO's resource adequacy construct. Indianapolis Power Comments at 4; OMS Comments at 3-4.
26 OMS Comments at 5.
27 Exelon Comments at 2-3; OMS Comments at 4.
28 Suppliers Protest at 1, 10, 27; EPSA Protest at 4-5; Main Line Protest at 1-3.
29 EPSA Protest at 5; Main Line Protest at 3.
30 Market Monitor Protest at 12.
31 Id. at 13 (citing Farmers Union Cent. Exchange, Inc. v. FERC, 734 F. 2d 1486, 1510 (D.C. Cir. 1984)).
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32 Id. at 18-19. The Market Monitor states that existing resources' competitive offers will generally be close to zero because (1) most
resources' energy and ancillary services revenues entirely cover their net-going forward costs, (2) the cost of satisfying a capacity
obligation is extremely low in MISO, and (3) the opportunity costs are very limited. The Market Monitor explains that near-zero
supply offers in MISO are consistent with the data from other capacity markets. Id. at 9.

33 Suppliers Protest at 11-12 (citation omitted).
34 Id. at 12. Suppliers note that the 2017/18 Auction cleared at $1.50/MW-day compared to the $120/MW-day clearing price in PJM

for the corresponding 2017/18 delivery year. Suppliers assert that, although supply and demand conditions between MISO and PJM
are not markedly different, MISO market participants are moving capacity into the PJM market because of the difference in capacity
prices. Id. at 11-12.

35 Id. at 13 (citing MISO, Filing, Docket No. ER17-284-000 at 2, 13-16, (filed Nov. 1, 2016) (Competitive Retail Solution or CRS
Filing) (proposing a three-year forward auction with a sloped demand curve for Zones with retail choice load)). The Commission
rejected MISO's CRS Filing, determining that it had not been shown to be just and reasonable. Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator,
Inc., 158 FERC ¶ 61,128, at PP 6-10 (2017).
In addition, Suppliers note that MISO has expressed its support for Illinois' Zero Emission Credit program and has explained that
“[m]aintaining supply resources that may have otherwise retired absent a state policy initiative benefits not just local resource
adequacy needs, but also support[s] regional reliability across all member state[s].” Id. (quoting Brief for the Midcontinent
Independent System Operator, Inc. as Amicus Curiae, p. 9, Village of Old Mill Creek v. Star, 2017WL 3008289 (N.D. Ill. July 14,
2017), appeal docketed No. 17-2433 (7th Cir. July 17, 2017)).

36 Id. at 10; Main Line Protest at 4 (both quoting CRS Filing, Tab C at 4).
37 Suppliers Protest at 13 (quoting CRS Filing at 2, 13-16).
38 Main Line Protest at 5-6 (quoting CRS Filing at 16).
39 EPSA Protest at 7.
40 Suppliers Protest at 17-18. Suppliers contend that load serving entities will participate in the Auction when prices are low, but will

build new resources when prices increase. Id. at 18.
41 Id. (quoting Rehearing Order, 153 FERC ¶ 61,229 at P 110).
42 Id. at 18-19.
43 EPSA Protest at 7-8. EPSA states that its recommended restrictions are similar to those used by PJM for Fixed Resource Requirements.

Id. at 8.
44 Main Line Protest at 7-9.
45 Market Monitor Protest at 6, 25-26. The Market Monitor explains that the design change would require significant time to (1)

develop analytic support for the curve parameters, (2) conduct stakeholder discussions, (3) develop and file Tariff provisions, and
(4) implement the design. Id. at 25.

46 EPSA Protest at 8-9 (citations omitted); Suppliers Protest at 19-20 (citations omitted).
47 EPSA Protest at 8-9; Market Monitor Protest at 15 (citing ISO New England Inc., 153 FERC ¶ 61,338 (2015)).
48 Suppliers Protest at 22-23 (quoting MISO, CRS Filing at 38).
49 Id. at 8 (quoting MISO, CRS Filing, Tab C at 10).
50 EPSA Protest at 9.
51 Market Monitor Protest at 11.
52 Id. at 5, 10-11.
53 Id. at 8. The Market Monitor also states that the vertical demand curve creates the potential for significant price volatility. Id. at 17.
54 Id. at 8-9. The Market Monitor contends that, unlike a market outcome with a sloped demand curve, the price produced by the Auction

does not accurately reflect the marginal value of capacity. Id. at 9-11.
55 Id. at 5, 21-22. The Market Monitor, relying on simulations with changing surpluses for a hypothetical LSE, concludes that the

adoption of a sloped demand curve would benefit most regulated LSEs. Id. at 23-24.
56 EPSA Protest at 9.
57 Suppliers Protest at 24. Suppliers explain, for instance, that both CAISO and NYISO are single-state RTOs. Id.
58 Id. at 23.
59 Main Line Protest at 14 (citing id., Chilton Aff. at 9-10).
60 Suppliers Protest at 23-24. Suppliers state that, based on NRG Companies' experience, it takes anywhere between two and five years

to install back-end controls on a large coal-fired power plant, or to permit and construct a new combined cycle natural gas facility
or a large solar farm. Id. at 24.
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61 Id.
62 Main Line Protest at 15 n.51; Suppliers Protest at 25 (both quoting MISO, CRS Filing at 5).
63 Suppliers Protest at 14; Main Line Protest at 11. MISO's July 2011 Filing proposed a minimum offer price equal to 75 percent times

net Cost of New Entry, which would only apply to certain new natural-gas powered generation resources offered into the Auction.
See June 2012 Order, 139 FERC ¶ 61,199 at PP 45-47.

64 EPSA Protest at 9.
65 Id.; Main Line Protest at 11 (both quoting PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 128 FERC ¶ 61,157, at P 90 (2008)).
66 Suppliers Protest at 14; EPSA Protest at 9-10; Main Line Protest at 11. Suppliers explain that the Commission determined that the

proper response to buyer-side market power in ISO-NE and PJM was to apply MOPRs to new resources. Suppliers Protest at 15-16
(citing ISO New England, Inc. and New England Power Pool Participants Committee vs. ISO New England Inc., 135 FERC ¶ 61,029,
at PP 158, 168 (2011); PJM Interconnection LLC, 135 FERC ¶61,022, at P 195 (2011)).

67 Id. at 14.
68 Main Line Protest at 13.
69 EPSA Protest at 9-10 (citing July 2011 Filing at 15-17; Market Monitor, Initial Brief, Docket No. ER11-4081-000 (filed Oct. 11,

2013)).
70 Id. at 10. EPSA states that MISO's Auction, with the exception of brief spikes, almost always clears at or near a price of $0/MW-

day. EPSA therefore contends that independent generators have little prospect of recovering their fixed costs, let alone a reasonable
return on their investments. Id. at 5-6.

71 Suppliers Protest at 16-17 (citing, inter alia, Rehearing Order, 153 FERC ¶ 61,229 at P 106 (finding that “a MOPR is unnecessary”);
id. P 111 (distinguishing MISO from the Eastern RTOs/ISOs because “the MISO region is largely comprised of traditional obligation-
to-serve utilities without restructured retail markets.”)).

72 Main Line Protest at 11-12.
73 Id. at 12. Main Line notes that capacity offers in other RTOs/ISOs are often much higher than $25/MW-day. Id.
74 Id. at 13.
75 Midwest TDUs Protest at 3.
76 Id. at 16 (quoting 16 U.S.C. § 824q).
77 Id. (citing 16 U.S.C. § 824q).
78 Id. at 14, 17-18. Midwest TDUs explain that the FPA section 217 issues are distinct from the NRG-related issues motivating MISO's

filing. Id. at 17.
79 APPA Protest at 3-4; Midwest TDUs Protest at 14-16.
80 APPA Protest at 5-6; Midwest TDUs Protest at 18. Midwest TDUs argue that if the Commission determines that it is unable to

condition acceptance of MISO's filing in a manner that fully preserves the further consideration of the FPA section 217 issues on
voluntary remand, the Commission should reject MISO's filing. Midwest TDUs Protest at 18.

81 APPA Protest at 3.
82 Suppliers Protest at 25 (citing July 2011 Filing).
83 Id. at 26-27 (citing Laclede Gas Co. v. FERC, 997 F.2d 936, 944 (D.C. Cir. 1993) (the Commission's discretion is “at [its] zenith”

when it comes “to the fashioning of ... remedies and sanctions.”)).
84 MISO January 29 Answer at 11.
85 Id. at 8-9, 11-12.
86 Id. at 7-8.
87 Id. at 10-11. MISO notes that no LSE has ever paid the Capacity Deficiency Charge. Id.
88 Id. at 9.
89 Exelon Answer at 3-4; OMS January 29 Answer at 8; Southern Regulators Answer at 3-5.
90 Exelon Answer at 2.
91 OMS January 29 Answer at 7-8.
92 MISO January 29 Answer at 4-5 (citations omitted).
93 Exelon Answer at 2-3.
94 OMS February 16 Answer at 6; MISO February 16 Answer at 4-5 (citing Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 122

FERC ¶ 61,283 at P 39 and 92 (2008) (citations omitted), Rehearing Order, 153 FERC ¶ 61,229 at P 155); Midwest TDUs February
16 Answer at 4-7.

95 OMS February 16 Answer at 6-7 (citing NRG, 862 F.3d at 110).
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96 Midwest TDUs February 16 Answer at 11.
97 Public Power February 16 Answer at 4.
98 MISO February 16 Answer at 3.
99 MISO February 16 Answer at 6, (citing Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., Docket No. ER14-380-000 (Jan. 6, 2014) (delegated

letter order)).
100 Id.
101 MISO January 29 Answer at 3-4.
102 Id. at 7.
103 OMS January 29 Answer at 3. OMS explains that over 90 percent of the load in MISO is served by vertically integrated utilities. Id.
104 Southern Regulators Answer at 4.
105 Public Power January 29 Answer at 5; OMS January 29 Answer at 3 (both citing OMS and MISO, 2017 OMS MISO Survey Results,

(July 2017), https://cdn.misoenergy.org/20170809R̈ASC0̈SupplementalÖMS-MISO2̈0170̈SurveyR̈esults87569.pdf).
106 Public Power January 29 Answer at 2-3 (citations omitted); Midwest TDUs January 29 Answer at 6-9; OMS January 29 Answer

at 4-7 (citations omitted).
107 Public Power January 29 Answer at 4; Midwest TDUs January 29 Answer at 9.
108 OMS January 29 Answer at 4 (citing MISO, 2017/2018 Planning Resource Auction Results, (Apr. 2017), https://

cdn.misoenergy.org/2017-2018P̈lanning0̈Resource0̈AdequacyR̈esults87196).
109 Id. at 3.
110 OMS February 16 Answer at 2-4.
111 Public Power February 16 Answer at 4-5.
112 Midwest TDUs January 29 Answer at 9 n.35 (citing Pub. Citizen, Inc. v. Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 153 FERC ¶ 61,385

(2015), on reh'g and compliance, 154 FERC ¶ 61,224, on compliance, 156 FERC ¶ 61,075, on compliance, 157 FERC ¶ 61,242
(2016)).

113 MISO January 29 Answer at 5; APPA Answer at 4-5; Midwest TDUs January 29 Answer at 13; OMS January 29 Answer at 4 (each
citing Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 158 FERC ¶ 61,128). MISO notes that no party sought rehearing of that order. MISO
January 29 Answer at 5 n.18.

114 Public Power January 29 Answer at 5; Midwest TDUs January 29 Answer at 13.
115 Midwest TDUs January 29 Answer at 13.
116 MISO January 29 Answer at 5-6 (citations omitted).
117 Midwest TDUs January 29 Answer at 12. Midwest TDUs explain that the CRS Filing did not propose to incorporate the Eastern RTO/

ISO-style elements region-wide; rather, Midwest TDUs assert that MISO stated that “no changes to the current [Auction] construct
are warranted for States that regulate utilities on a traditional basis.” Id. (quoting CRS Filing at 5).

118 OMS January 29 Answer at 4 (citing Mich. Pub. Act 341 and 342 (2016); Future Energy Jobs Act, Ill. Pub. Act 099-0906 (2016)).
119 Midwest TDUs January 29 Answer at 10 (citations omitted). Midwest TDUs also note that the only other state with retail choice,

Michigan, has legislatively implemented a state mechanism to ensure adequate resources for its retail choice load. Id. at 10-11.
120 MISO January 29 Answer at 6-7.
121 Public Power January 29 Answer at 6-8.
122 Id. at 7. Midwest TDUs similarly contend that the scope of the voluntary remand to further consider the implications of NRG is

narrow and thus the Commission need not reconsider its findings. Midwest TDUs January 29 Answer at 3-5.
123 MISO January 29 Answer at 12-13.
124 Main Line Answer at 3-4. Main Line states that the Commission could accept MISO's July 2011 Filing as an interim solution until

MISO files a just and reasonable resource adequacy construct. Id. at 5 (citing Suppliers Protest at 25-26).
125 Suppliers and EPSA Answer at 2.
126 Main Line Answer at 6-7 (citing MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, Module E-1, § 68A (30.0.0)).
127 Id. at 7 (citing MISO January 29 Answer at 7).
128 Suppliers and EPSA Answer at 6.
129 Id. at 2-6.
130 Customer Coalition Answer at 2-6; Public Power February 16 Answer at 1-2 (both citing 18 C.F.R. § 385.214(d) (2017)); Midwest

TDUs February 16 Answer at 2-4.
131 Id. at 5-6.
132 MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, Module E-1, § 68A (30.0.0).
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133 See, e.g., Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 158 FERC ¶ 61,063, at P 13 (2017) (“market rules need not be identical among the regions
to be just and reasonable, and there can be more than one just and reasonable rate.”); PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 119 FERC ¶
61,063, at P 39 (2007) (“[t]he Commission has permitted different just and reasonable rate designs reflective of particular system
characteristics and stakeholder input.”); Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 127 FERC ¶ 61,109, at P 20 (2009) (“[i]t
is well established that there can be more than one just and reasonable rate”).

134 See, e.g., June 2012 Order, 139 FERC ¶ 61,199 at P 38 (citing Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 127 FERC ¶ 61,054,
at P 30 (2009)).

135 See id.; MISO January 29 Answer at 3-4; OMS January 29 Answer at 3.
136 See MISO Filing, Tab F at 15.
137 See N.Y. Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 122 FERC ¶ 61,211, at P 35 (2008).
138 Market Monitor Protest at 9.
139 For instance, Zones 2-7 cleared the 2016/17 Auction at $72/MW-day due to constraints limiting deliverability from Zone 1 and MISO

South. See Suppliers Protest at 21.
140 Although prices in Zones 1 and 4 separated from MISO Midwest during this period, the unconstrained sub-regional price better

assesses the broader supply and demand dynamics in the Auction.
141 MISO, 2015/2016 Planning Resource Auction Results (Apr. 2015), https://cdn.misoenergy.org/2015-2016P̈RAR̈esults87078.pdf;

MISO, 2016/2017 Planning Resource Auction Results (Apr. 2016), https://cdn.misoenergy.org/2016-2017P̈RAR̈esults87167.pdf;
MISO, 2017/2018 Planning Resource Auction Results (Apr. 2017), https://www.misoenergy.org/api/documents/getbymediaid/78487.

142 Id.
143 See supra P 5.
144 See, e.g., Illinois Power Agency, Fall 2016 Procurement Events — Standard Products RFP Results, (Sept. 2016), https://www.ipa-

energyrfp.com/?wpfb_dl=1032 (announcing publicly that 1,389 MW of capacity was sold to Ameren Illinois for the 2017/18 Planning
Year at an average price of $143.20/MW-day).

145 Suppliers Protest at 12.
146 The Capacity Deficiency Charge equals 2.748 times Cost of New Entry for each MW that the LSE is deficient. MISO, FERC Electric

Tariff, Module E-1, § 69A.10 (30.0.0).
147 MISO January 29 Answer at 10-11.
148 See Rehearing Order, 153 FERC ¶ 61,229 at PP 105, 114.
149 See id.
150 See OMS January 29 Answer at 3.
151 The Illinois Power Agency's Final 2017 Procurement Plan requires Ameren Illinois to procure 75 percent of its capacity

needs for the 2017/18 Planning Year through a state-run request for proposal with the remaining 25 percent procured through
the 2017/18 Auction. Illinois Power Agency, Final 2017 Procurement Plan, (Apr. 2017), https://www2.illinois.gov/sites/ipa/
Documents/2017ProcurementPlan/2017-IPA-Procurement-Plan.pdf.

152 See supra P 61.
153 See OMS January 29 Answer at 4 & n.16.
154 See Oxy USA, Inc. v. FERC, 64 F.3d 679, 692 (D.C. Cir. 1995).
155 See supra P 3.
156 See supra P 58.
157 See Mich. Pub. Act 341; see also Midwest TDUs January 29 Answer at 10-11.
158 MISO is required to complete its loss of load expectation study, which is used to calculate Reserve Requirements, by November 1

prior to the Planning Year. MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, Module E-1, §§ 68A.2 (30.0.0), 68A.2.1 (31.0.0).
159 See supra P 57 and note 133.
160 Rehearing Order, 153 FERC ¶ 61,229 at PP 105-120.
161 See OMS January 29 Answer at 4.
162 See supra P 60.
163 See supra P 57 and note 134.
164 OMS January 29 Answer at 3.
165 See supra P 68 and note 154.
166 Main Line Protest at 11-12.
167 See supra P 5 and note 12.
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168 Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 157 FERC ¶ 61,242 at P 25.
169 See supra P 33.
170 Capacity offers into the Auction cannot exceed the Cost of New Entry for the Zone in which the capacity is located. MISO, FERC

Electric Tariff, Module E-1, § 69A.7.1 (38.0.0). Net Cost of New Entry — a term not defined by MISO's Tariff — is generally
understood to equal Cost of New Entry less the expected net annual revenues from energy and ancillary services markets.

171 See infra PP 86-91.
172 As discussed above in P 6, the D.C. Circuit granted the Commission's motion for partial voluntary remand of the record in Midwest

Load Serving Entities' petition as to Docket No. ER11-4081-000. Midwest TDUs and APPA ask that the Commission address the
section 217 issue on remand in that case, and Midwest TDUs attach to their protest Midwest Load Serving Entities' appellate brief.
In an order issued concurrently with this order, the Commission rejects MISO's entire filing in Docket No. ER11-4081-000 as a
result of the NRG decision, and because of that rejection, does not discuss substantive issues raised with respect to the rejected filing.
Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 162 FERC ¶ 61, 173 (2018). However, we do address Midwest TDUs' arguments
under section 217 here.

173 16 U.S.C. § 824q(b)(2).
174 Section 217(b)(4) directs the Commission to “exercise the authority of the Commission under this Act in a manner that facilitates

the planning and expansion of transmission facilities to meet the reasonable needs of [LSEs] to satisfy the service obligations of the
[LSEs], and enables [LSEs] to secure firm transmission rights (or equivalent tradable or financial rights) on a long-term basis for
long-term power supply arrangements made, or planned, to meet such needs.” 16 U.S.C. § 824q(b)(4).

175 Long-Term Firm Transmission Rights in Organized Electricity Markets, Order No. 681, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,226 (2006), reh'g
denied, Order No. 681-A, 117 FERC ¶ 61,201, reh'g denied, Order No. 681-B, 126 FERC ¶ 61,254 (2009)).

176 Id. P 82.
177 Id. See also id. P 170 (“‘firmness' in this context refers primarily to two properties of the long-term transmission rights: stability in

the quantity of rights that [an LSE] is allocated over time and ‘price certainty’ for the [LSE] that seeks to hedge congestion charges
associated with a particular generation resource or transmission path.”).

178 See Midwest TDUs Protest, Att. B at 20, 23.
179 See, e.g., PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 150 FERC ¶ 61,041, at P 19 (2015) (PJM CIL Rehearing Order); PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.,

161 FERC ¶ 61,197, at P 178 (2017) (PJM Pseudo-Tie Enhancements Order).
180 PJM CIL Rehearing Order, 150 FERC ¶ 61,041 at P 19 (footnote omitted).
181 PJM Pseudo-Tie Enhancements Order, 161 FERC ¶ 61,197 at 178 (finding that PJM's proposal did not violate section 217 because,

even without a pseudo-tie, external generators are still able to sell energy into the PJM energy markets).
182 Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 162 FERC ¶ 61, 173 (2018).
183 Midwest TDUs, MISO, OMS, and Public Power each filed two answers in this proceeding.

162 FERC P 61176 (F.E.R.C.), 2018 WL 1124043
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In Docket No. 340600, appellant Association of Businesses Advocating Tariff Equity 
(ABATE)1 appeals as of right the final order of appellee Michigan Public Service Commission 
(MPSC) in its Case No. U-18197.  In Docket No. 340607, appellant Energy Michigan, Inc. 
(Energy Michigan)2 appeals as of right the same order of the MPSC.  In each of these 
consolidated cases,3 appellants contend that the MPSC erred by determining that it is empowered 
by the Legislature under 2016 PA 341 (Act 341) to impose a local clearing requirement on 
individual alternative electric suppliers.  In Docket No. 340607, Energy Michigan additionally 
contends that the MPSC’s order purports to impose new rules on electric providers in this state 
without the required compliance with Michigan’s Administrative Procedures Act (APA), 
MCL 24.201 et seq.  We reverse and remand.   

I. BACKGROUND AND FACTS

At the end of 2016, our Legislature enacted new electric utility legislation that included 
Act 341.  That act added, among other statutory sections, MCL 460.6w.  These appeals arise 
from an order issued by the MPSC as part of its implementation of MCL 460.6w.   

By way of background, Michigan’s Legislature previously enacted what was known as 
the Customer Choice and Electricity Reliability Act, MCL 460.10 et seq., as enacted by 2000 PA 
141 and 2000 PA 142, to “further the deregulation of the electric utility industry.”  In re 
Application of Detroit Edison Co for 2012 Cost Recovery Plan, 311 Mich App 204, 207 n 2; 874 
NW2d 398 (2015).  That act permitted customers to buy electricity from alternative electric 
suppliers instead of limiting customers to purchasing electricity from incumbent utilities, such as 
appellee Consumers Energy Company (Consumers).  Consumers Energy Co v Pub Serv Comm, 
268 Mich App 171, 173; 707 NW2d 633 (2005).  Among the purposes of the act, as amended by 
Act 341, is the promotion of “financially healthy and competitive utilities in this state.”  MCL 
460.10(b).   

Also by way of background, the Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO) is 
the regional transmission organization responsible for managing the transmission of electric 
power in a large geographic area that spans portions of Michigan and 14 other states.  To 

1 ABATE describes itself as “an interest group of large energy users representing its members 
before regulatory and governmental bodies and other organizations that affect Michigan’s energy 
pricing, reliability, and terms and conditions of service.”  ABATE Energy, About ABATE 
<https://abate-energy.org> (accessed May 8, 2018) [https://perma.cc/QE6D-DNKD].     
2 Energy Michigan describes itself as a group devoted to the protection and promotion of 
“alternative and independent power supply, cogeneration, advanced energy industries and their 
customers . . . .”  Energy Michigan, About Energy Michigan, Inc. <https://energymichigan.org> 
(accessed May 8, 2018) [https://perma.cc/LW4E-8UNB].  Energy Michigan intervenes in 
Michigan Public Service Commission cases affecting those industries.  Id.   
3 These appeals were consolidated on this Court’s own motion.  In re Reliability Plans of 
Electric Utilities for 2017–2021, unpublished order of the Court of Appeals, entered 
November 15, 2017 (Docket Nos. 340600 and 340607).   
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accomplish this, MISO combines the transmission facilities of several transmission owners into a 
single transmission system.  In addition to the transmission of electricity, MISO’s functions 
include capacity resource planning.  MISO has established ten local resource zones; most of 
Michigan’s lower peninsula is located in MISO’s Local Resource Zone 7, while the upper 
peninsula is located in MISO’s Local Resource Zone 2.   

Each year MISO establishes for each alternative electric supplier in Michigan the 
“planning reserve margin requirement.”4  MISO also establishes the “local clearing 
requirement.”5  Under MISO’s system, there generally are no geographic limitations on the 
capacity resources that may be used by a particular supplier to meet its planning reserve margin 
requirement.  That is, MISO does not impose the local clearing requirement on alternative 
electric suppliers individually but instead applies the local clearing requirement to the zone as a 
whole.  Each individual electricity supplier is not required by MISO to demonstrate that its 
energy capacity is located within Michigan, as long as the zone as a whole demonstrates that it 
has sufficient energy generation located within Michigan to meet federal requirements.   

MISO also serves as a mechanism for suppliers to buy and sell electricity capacity 
through an auction.  This allows for the exchange of capacity resources across energy providers 
and resource zones.  The MISO auction is conducted each year for the purchase and sale of 
capacity for the upcoming year.  The auction allows suppliers to buy and sell electricity capacity 
and acquire enough capacity to meet their planning reserve margin requirement.  The auction 
also allows each zone as a whole to meet the zone’s local clearing requirement.   

At the end of 2016, our Legislature enacted Act 341, in part adding MCL 460.6w,6 which 
imposes resource adequacy requirements on electric service providers in Michigan and imposes 
certain responsibilities on the MPSC.  Under MCL 460.6w(2), the MPSC is required under 
certain circumstances to establish a “state reliability mechanism.”  That subsection provides, in 
relevant part:   

4 A “planning reserve margin requirement” is 

the amount of capacity equal to the forecasted coincident peak demand that occurs 
when the appropriate independent system operator footprint peak demand occurs 
plus a reserve margin that meets an acceptable loss of load expectation as set by 
the commission or the appropriate independent system operator under subsection 
(8).  [MCL 460.6w(12)(e).]   

5 A “local clearing requirement” is 

the amount of capacity resources required to be in the local resource zone in 
which the electric provider’s demand is served to ensure reliability in that zone as 
determined by the appropriate independent system operator for the local resource 
zone in which the electric provider’s demand is served and by the commission 
under subsection (8).  [MCL 460.6w(12)(d).]   

6 2016 PA 341, effective April 20, 2017. 

In re Reliability Plans, 325 Mich App 207 (2018)

585a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



-4- 
 

If, by September 30, 2017, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission does not 
put into effect a resource adequacy tariff that includes a capacity forward auction 
or a prevailing state compensation mechanism, then the commission shall 
establish a state reliability mechanism under subsection (8).  [MCL 460.6w(2).]   

 The parties agree that because the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission did not put 
into effect the MISO-proposed tariff, the MPSC is required by § 6w(2) to establish a state 
reliability mechanism.  A “state reliability mechanism” is defined by the statute as “a plan 
adopted by the commission in the absence of a prevailing state compensation mechanism to 
ensure reliability of the electric grid in this state consistent with subsection (8).”  MCL 
460.6w(12)(h).  The state reliability mechanism is to be established consistently with § 6w(8), 
which provides, in relevant part, that the MPSC shall:   

 (b) Require . . . that each alternative electric supplier, cooperative electric 
utility, or municipally owned electric utility demonstrate to the commission, in a 
format determined by the commission, that for the planning year beginning 4 
years after the beginning of the current planning year, the alternative electric 
supplier, cooperative electric utility, or municipally owned electric utility owns or 
has contractual rights to sufficient capacity to meet its capacity obligations as set 
by the appropriate independent system operator, or commission, as applicable.  
One or more municipally owned electric utilities may aggregate their capacity 
resources that are located in the same local resource zone to meet the 
requirements of this subdivision.  One or more cooperative electric utilities may 
aggregate their capacity resources that are located in the same local resource zone 
to meet the requirements of this subdivision.  A cooperative or municipally owned 
electric utility may meet the requirements of this subdivision through any 
resource, including a resource acquired through a capacity forward auction, that 
the appropriate independent system operator allows to qualify for meeting the 
local clearing requirement.  A cooperative or municipally owned electric utility’s 
payment of an auction price related to a capacity deficiency as part of a capacity 
forward auction conducted by the appropriate independent system operator does 
not by itself satisfy the resource adequacy requirements of this section unless the 
appropriate independent system operator can directly tie that provider’s payment 
to a capacity resource that meets the requirements of this subsection.  By the 
seventh business day of February in 2018, an alternative electric supplier shall 
demonstrate to the commission, in a format determined by the commission, that 
for the planning year beginning June 1, 2018, and the subsequent 3 planning 
years, the alternative electric supplier owns or has contractual rights to sufficient 
capacity to meet its capacity obligations as set by the appropriate independent 
system operator, or commission, as applicable.  If the commission finds an 
electric provider has failed to demonstrate it can meet a portion or all of its 
capacity obligation, the commission shall do all of the following: 

 (i) For alternative electric load, require the payment of a capacity charge 
that is determined, assessed, and applied in the same manner as under subsection 
(3) for that portion of the load not covered as set forth in subsections (6) and (7).  
[MCL 460.6w(8).]   
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 Thus, § 6w(8)(b) requires each alternative electric supplier, cooperative electric utility, 
and municipally owned electric utility to demonstrate to the MPSC that it has sufficient capacity 
to meet its “capacity obligations.”  The statute does not define “capacity obligations,” but in 
§ 6w(8)(c), the statute provides that:   

 (c) In order to determine the capacity obligations, [the MPSC shall] 
request that the appropriate independent system operator provide technical 
assistance in determining the local clearing requirement and planning reserve 
margin requirement.  If the appropriate independent system operator declines, or 
has not made a determination by October 1 of that year, the commission shall set 
any required local clearing requirement and planning reserve margin requirement, 
consistent with federal reliability requirements.  [MCL 460.6w(8)(c).]   

 Section 6w(8)(b) also provides that municipally owned electric utilities are permitted to 
“aggregate their capacity resources that are located in the same local resource zone to meet the 
requirements of this subdivision” and that cooperative electric utilities are permitted to 
“aggregate their capacity resources that are located in the same local resource zone to meet the 
requirements of this subdivision.”  Section 6w(8)(b) also permits a cooperative or municipally 
owned electric utility to “meet the requirements of this subdivision through any resource, 
including a resource acquired through a capacity forward auction, that [MISO] allows to qualify 
for meeting the local clearing requirement.”  Section 6w(8)(b), however, does not include a 
similar provision for alternative electric suppliers and is, in fact, silent as to whether alternative 
electric suppliers may aggregate their capacity resources that are located in the same local 
resource zone to meet the requirements of the subdivision.    

 MCL 460.6w(3) directs the MPSC to establish a capacity charge that a provider must pay 
if it fails to satisfy the capacity obligations established under § 6w(8).  Section 6w(6), however, 
directs that a capacity charge shall not be assessed against an alternative electric supplier who 
demonstrates  

that it can meet its capacity obligations through owned or contractual rights to any 
resource that the appropriate independent system operator[7] allows to meet the 
capacity obligation of the electric provider.  The preceding sentence shall not be 
applied in any way that conflicts with a federal resource adequacy tariff, when 
applicable.  [MCL 460.6w(6).]   

 After the enactment of Act 341, the MPSC worked collaboratively in a workgroup 
process to implement MCL 460.6w.  On September 15, 2017, the MPSC issued an order in its 
Case No. U-18197, imposing new requirements on alternative electric suppliers as part of its 
implementation of MCL 460.6w.  In that order, the MPSC determined that MCL 460.6w 
authorizes it to impose a local clearing requirement on individual alternative electric suppliers.8  
 
                                                 
7 MCL 460.6w(12)(a) defines the “appropriate independent system operator” as MISO.   
8 This decision was made in the context of competing interests between large public utilities, 
which contend that alternative electric suppliers are not investing in the energy infrastructure of 
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ABATE and Energy Michigan challenge this interpretation of MCL 460.6w as erroneous, while 
Consumers supports the decision of the MPSC.  Energy Michigan further challenges the new 
requirements imposed by the MPSC, contending that the requirements did not comply with the 
APA and were thus improperly implemented.   

II.  ANALYSIS 

A.  RIPENESS 

 As an initial consideration, we address the assertion by the MPSC and Consumers that 
the issue in these appeals related to the imposition of a local clearing requirement is not yet ripe 
for resolution by this Court.  The MPSC and Consumers contend that the September 15, 2017 
order of the MPSC in Case No. U-18197 did not impose a local clearing requirement on 
individual alternative electric suppliers but instead merely announced that the MPSC has the 
authority to do so.  The MPSC and Consumers assert that until the MPSC takes the final step of 
imposing a specific local clearing requirement on an individual alternative electric supplier, the 
question whether the MPSC has the authority to do so is not ripe for review.  We disagree.   

 The ripeness doctrine requires that an actual injury be sustained by the plaintiff.  Van 
Buren Charter Twp v Visteon Corp, 319 Mich App 538, 554; 904 NW2d 192 (2017).  “The 
doctrine of ripeness is designed to prevent ‘the adjudication of hypothetical or contingent claims 
before an actual injury has been sustained.’ ”  Huntington Woods v Detroit, 279 Mich App 603, 
615; 761 NW2d 127 (2008), quoting Mich Chiropractic Council v Comm’r of the Office of Fin & 
Ins Servs, 475 Mich 363, 371 n 14; 716 NW2d 561 (2006), overruled on other grounds by 
Lansing Sch Ed Ass’n v Lansing Bd of Ed, 487 Mich 349, 371 (2010).  “A claim is not ripe if it 
rests upon contingent future events that may not occur as anticipated, or may not occur at all.”  
Citizens Protecting Michigan’s Constitution v Secretary of State, 280 Mich App 273, 282; 761 
NW2d 210 (2008).   

 To determine whether an issue is ripe for review, we assess “whether the harm asserted 
has matured sufficiently to warrant judicial intervention.”  People v Bosca, 310 Mich App 1, 56; 
871 NW2d 307 (2015) (quotation marks and citations omitted); see also Dep’t of Social Servs v 
Emmanuel Baptist Preschool, 434 Mich 380, 412 n 48; 455 NW2d 1 (1990) (CAVANAGH, J., 
concurring).  In making this assessment, this Court must balance any uncertainty about whether a 
party will actually suffer future injury against the potential hardship of denying anticipatory 
relief.  People v Robar, 321 Mich App 106, 128; 910 NW2d 328 (2017).  This Court will find an 
issue ripe for review when it is a “threshold determination,” the resolution of which is not 
 
                                                 
Michigan and therefore are not contributing to long-term energy reliability in the state, and 
smaller alternative electric suppliers, which provide lower-cost electricity to customers by 
relying in part on capacity generated outside of Michigan.  Large public utilities contend that 
their costs are higher because of the investment they make in long-term energy production in 
Michigan, while alternative electric suppliers contend that if they are required to rely almost 
exclusively on capacity produced within the state, they will be forced to leave the market in 
Michigan and consumer choice for electricity will effectively be at an end.   
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dependent on any further decision by the MPSC.  Citizens, 280 Mich App at 283; see also Mich 
United Conservation Clubs v Secretary of State, 463 Mich 1009 (2001) (holding that a 
controversy was ripe for review when it involved a “threshold determination” of whether 
petitions met constitutional prerequisites and was not dependent on the Board of Canvassers’ 
counting or consideration of petitions).   

 A review of the MPSC’s September 15, 2017 order demonstrates that the MPSC has not 
merely announced that it has the authority to impose a local clearing requirement on individual 
alternative electric suppliers; it has announced its decision to assert that authority, leaving open 
only the methodology of exercising that authority.  In its earlier June 15, 2017 order in Case No. 
U-18197, and reiterated in its September 15, 2017 order, the MPSC stated that “the Commission 
finds that a locational requirement is required under Section 6w and that a locational requirement 
applicable to individual LSEs [load serving entities] is allowed as part of the capacity obligations 
set forth by the Commission pursuant to Section 6w in order to ensure all providers contribute to 
long-term resource adequacy in the state.”  The MPSC’s September 15, 2017 order further stated 
that “a properly designed locational requirement applied to individual load serving entities as 
part of a demonstration that capacity obligations have been met is consistent with [the] 
requirements [in the statute, the MISO tariff, and applicable caselaw].”  In light of these 
determinations by the MPSC, the alleged harm in these cases does not rest on contingent future 
events that may not occur as anticipated or at all; the decision to apply a locational requirement 
to individual alternative electric suppliers has already been made.  The only variable remaining is 
the methodology the MPSC will employ.  Thus, there is little uncertainty about whether the 
asserted harm will occur, and we weigh that factor against the potential hardship of denying 
anticipatory relief.  Robar, 321 Mich App at 128. 

 We conclude that the harm asserted in these cases warrants judicial intervention.  As in 
Citizens, the decision of the MPSC in its September 15, 2017 order—that it has the authority to 
impose a local clearing requirement on individual alternative electric suppliers—is a “threshold 
determination” ripe for our consideration given that the resolution of the issue is not dependent 
on any further decision by the MPSC.  Citizens, 280 Mich App at 283; see also Mich United 
Conservation Clubs, 463 Mich 1009.  We therefore hold that the question whether the MPSC 
erred by determining that it has statutory authority to impose a local clearing requirement on 
individual alternative electric suppliers is ripe for our review.   

B.  STANDARD OF REVIEW 

 When reviewing an order of the MPSC, this Court generally refers to MCL 462.25, 
which states: 

 All rates, fares, charges, classification and joint rates fixed by the 
commission and all regulations, practices and services prescribed by the 
commission shall be in force and shall be prima facie, lawful and reasonable until 
finally found otherwise in an action brought for the purpose pursuant to the 
provisions of section 26 of this act, or until changed or modified by the 
commission as provided for in section 24 of this act.   
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See, e.g., Attorney General v Pub Serv Comm, 269 Mich App 473, 479; 713 NW2d 290 (2006).  
In addition, this Court generally notes that as a reviewing court, we give due deference to the 
administrative expertise of the MPSC.  See, e.g., Attorney General v Pub Serv Comm No 2, 237 
Mich App 82, 88; 602 NW2d 225 (1999).  In these appeals, however, appellants challenge 
whether a specific holding of the MPSC in its final order in its Case No. U-18197 exceeds the 
authority granted to the MPSC by law.   

 To be valid, a final order of the MPSC must be authorized by law and supported by 
competent, material, and substantial evidence on the whole record.  Const 1963, art 6, § 28; 
Attorney General v Pub Serv Comm, 165 Mich App 230, 235; 418 NW2d 660 (1987).  Agencies 
have the authority to interpret the statutes that they administer and enforce.  Clonlara, Inc v State 
Bd of Ed, 442 Mich 230, 240; 501 NW2d 88 (1993).  We respectfully consider an agency’s 
interpretation of a statute the agency is empowered to execute and will not overrule that 
construction absent cogent reasons.  In re Complaint of Rovas Against SBC Mich, 482 Mich 90, 
103; 754 NW2d 259 (2008).  But the construction the MPSC gives to a statute is not binding on 
the courts.  Id.  Ultimately, the statutory language itself is controlling, id. at 108, and this Court 
will neither abandon nor delegate its responsibility to determine legislative intent, Consumers 
Energy Co, 268 Mich App at 174-175.  Moreover, we review de novo issues of statutory 
interpretation, Uniloy Milacron USA Inc v Dep’t of Treasury, 296 Mich App 93, 96; 815 NW2d 
811 (2012), including the MPSC’s determinations regarding the scope of its own authority, 
Consumers Power Co v Pub Serv Comm, 460 Mich 148, 157; 596 NW2d 126 (1999); In re 
Application of Consumers Energy to Increase Electric Rates (On Remand), 316 Mich App 231, 
237; 891 NW2d 871 (2016).  In sum, when considering the construction given to a statute by an 
agency, our ultimate concern is the proper construction of the plain language of the statute 
regardless of the agency’s interpretation, Rovas, 482 Mich at 108, and our primary obligation is 
to discern and give effect to the Legislature’s intent, Coldwater v Consumers Energy Co, 500 
Mich 158, 167; 895 NW2d 154 (2017).   

C.  MCL 460.6w 

 In its September 15, 2017 order, the MPSC held that MCL 460.6w authorizes it to impose 
a local clearing requirement on individual alternative electric suppliers.  ABATE and Energy 
Michigan contend that this interpretation of MCL 460.6w is erroneous.  We agree with ABATE 
and Energy Michigan.   

 The MPSC has no common-law powers and possesses only the authority granted to it by 
the Legislature.  Consumers Power Co, 460 Mich at 155.  In addition, we strictly construe the 
statutes that confer power on the MPSC, and that power must be conferred by “clear and 
unmistakable language.”  Id. at 155-156 (quotation marks and citations omitted).  Accordingly, 
“powers specifically conferred on an agency cannot be extended by inference; . . . no other or 
greater power was given than that specified.”  Herrick Dist Library v Library of Mich, 293 Mich 
App 571, 582-583; 810 NW2d 110 (2011) (quotation marks and citations omitted).  In addition, 
when construing the statutes empowering the MPSC, this Court does not weigh the economic or 
public policy factors underlying the decisions of the MPSC; those concerns are the province of 
the Legislature.  Consumers Power Co, 460 Mich at 156.  Instead, our concern is the question of 
law presented to us: what is “the statutory authority of the [MPSC] in the light of the facts before 
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us . . . .”  Huron Portland Cement Co v Pub Serv Comm, 351 Mich 255, 262; 88 NW2d 492 
(1958).   

The MPSC’s September 15, 2017 order provides that the order “establishes the format 
and requirements for electric providers in the state to make demonstrations to the Commission 
that they have sufficient electric capacity arrangements pursuant to Section 6w of 2016 PA 341 
(Act 341).”  In that order, the MPSC asserts that it is implementing a law administered by the 
agency, that it has the authority to impose a methodology on all electric load serving entities 
active in the state, and specifically states that  

the Commission finds that a locational requirement is required under Section 6w 
and that a locational requirement applicable to individual [load serving entities] is 
allowed as part of the capacity obligations set forth by the Commission pursuant 
to Section 6w in order to ensure all providers contribute to long-term resource 
adequacy in the state.   

In the order, the MPSC reasons that because the statute refers to capacity obligations only 
in the context of the obligations of individual providers, the statute’s local clearing requirement 
should likewise be understood to apply to individual providers.  Quoting its earlier order, the 
MPSC order provides, in relevant part: 

As defined in Section 6w(12)(d), “local clearing requirement” means “the 
amount of capacity resources required to be in the local resource zone in which 
the electric provider’s demand is served to ensure reliability in that zone as 
determined by the appropriate independent system operator for the local resource 
zone in which the electric provider’s demand is served and by the commission 
under subsection (8).”  As noted above, in requesting assistance from MISO in 
determining capacity obligations, the Commission is tasked with requesting 
technical assistance in determining this local clearing requirement. 

Section 6w(8) also requires individual electric providers to demonstrate to 
the Commission that they can meet capacity obligations.  The Commission is 
directed to require each electric provider to demonstrate that it “owns or has 
contractual rights to sufficient capacity to meet its capacity obligations as set by 
the appropriate independent system operator, or commission, as applicable” four 
years into the future.  These capacity obligations necessarily include a local 
clearing requirement. 

It is clear that the statute requires the Commission to create capacity 
obligations, that these capacity obligations include a locational requirement, and 
that the Commission, in setting locational capacity obligations, is allowed to 
require a demonstration by individual electric providers that the resources that 
they use to meet their capacity obligations meet a local clearing requirement.  The 
Commission acknowledges the inter-relatedness of the MISO and Section 6w 
capacity demonstration processes, but also points out that these are distinct 
activities.  These activities should be harmonized to the extent practicable, but the 
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fundamental responsibility of the Commission is to meet Michigan’s statutory 
obligations.   

 Thus, the Commission finds that a locational requirement is required 
under Section 6w and that a locational requirement applicable to individual LSEs 
is allowed as part of the capacity obligations set forth by the Commission 
pursuant to Section 6w in order to ensure all providers contribute to long-term 
resource adequacy in the state.   

 The MPSC and Consumers urge us to read the provisions of MCL 460.6w as bestowing 
on the MPSC the authority to impose a local clearing requirement on individual alternative 
electric suppliers.  They reason that § 6w(8)(c) suggests that the “capacity obligations” of 
alternative electric suppliers are required to be based, in part, on the local clearing requirement.  
The MPSC and Consumers further reason that because § 6w(8)(b) refers to the capacity 
obligations with respect to each individual electric provider, it must be inferred that the local 
clearing requirement was meant to be applied to each alternative electric supplier individually.   

 We cannot follow the urging of the MPSC and Consumers, however, because a review of 
the statute reveals that no provision of MCL 460.6w clearly and unmistakably authorizes the 
MPSC to impose a local clearing requirement on individual alternative electric providers.  We 
acknowledge that § 6w(8)(b) provides that each electric provider must demonstrate that it owns 
or has contractual rights to sufficient capacity to meet its capacity obligations as set by the 
appropriate independent system operator, or the MPSC, as applicable.  Section 6w(8)(c) directs 
that “[i]n order to determine the capacity obligations,” the MPSC must “set any required local 
clearing requirement and planning reserve margin requirement, consistent with federal reliability 
requirements,” and seek technical assistance from MISO in doing so.  But although § 6w(8)(c) 
requires the MPSC to determine the local clearing requirement in order to determine capacity 
obligations, it does not specifically authorize the MPSC to impose the local clearing requirement 
on alternative electric suppliers individually.  Because the MPSC has only the authority granted 
to it by the Legislature by “clear and unmistakable language,”  Consumers Power Co, 460 Mich 
at 155-156 (quotation marks and citation omitted), and because authority cannot be extended by 
inference, Herrick Dist Library, 293 Mich App at 582-583, we must decline the invitation to 
infer that the MPSC has any additional authority.   

 Moreover, a review of the entire statute suggests that the MPSC is obligated to apply the 
local clearing requirement in a manner consistent with MISO.  A general principle of statutory 
construction is that a statute must be read as a whole and that a seemingly ambiguous provision 
may thereby be clarified in the context of the whole statute.  Id. at 583.  A review of the statute 
as a whole reveals that MCL 460.6w(3) directs the MPSC to establish a capacity charge that a 
provider must pay if it fails to satisfy the capacity obligations as required under § 6w(8).  Section 
6w(6), however, directs that no capacity charge be assessed against an alternative electric 
supplier who demonstrates that “it can meet its capacity obligations through owned or 
contractual rights to any resource that the appropriate independent system operator [MISO] 
allows to meet the capacity obligation of the electric provider.”  MCL 460.6w(6).  The parties 
acknowledge that MISO permits an alternative electric supplier to meet its capacity obligations, 
including the local clearing requirement, by owning or contracting for capacity resources located 
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outside the applicable local resource zone and does not require each alternative electric supplier 
to demonstrate a proportionate share of the local clearing requirement.   

Similarly, § 6w(6) constrains the MPSC from assessing any capacity charge in a manner 
“that conflicts with a federal resource adequacy tariff, when applicable,” and § 6w(8)(c) requires 
that the MPSC set any planning reserve margin or local clearing requirements “consistent with 
federal reliability requirements.”  These provisions militate against the MPSC’s imposition of 
any local clearing requirements beyond what MISO has established and instead impose on the 
MPSC a continuing obligation to observe MISO’s general practice of imposing local clearing 
requirements on a zonal, not an individual, basis.  Thus, reading MCL 460.6w as a whole 
indicates that the MPSC must impose a local clearing requirement on alternative electric 
suppliers in a manner consistent with MISO—that is, on a zonal basis and not individually.    

The MPSC notes that § 6w(8)(b) allows cooperative electric utilities to “aggregate [with 
other cooperative electric utilities] their capacity resources that are located in the same local 
resource zone” for purposes of satisfying their capacity obligations.  The MPSC further notes 
that municipally owned electric utilities may aggregate their capacity resources with other 
municipally owned electric utilities.  Those entities may resort to “any resource, including a 
resource acquired through a capacity forward auction, that [MISO] allows to qualify for meeting 
the local clearing requirement.”  In its September 15, 2017 order, the MPSC interpreted § 6w(8) 
as follows: 

This provision allowing municipally-owned and cooperative electric utilities to 
aggregate their resources in order [to] meet the requirements of Section 6w(8) 
clearly implies that these utilities would otherwise be required to meet the 
requirements on an individual basis.  The Commission finds that it would be 
unreasonable to interpret the statute such that this obligation for individual 
compliance “for meeting the local clearing requirement” is placed solely on 
municipally-owned and cooperative utilities under Section 6w.  The Commission 
can find nothing in the law, and no rational basis, to indicate an intent to place a 
local clearing requirement only on non-profit utilities.  Instead, the law is more 
logically understood to require that all individual utilities be treated similarly in 
terms of requirements, and that the aggregation option was intended to assist 
nonprofit utilities (many of which are small) to comply more easily.  Thus, this 
language further supports the Commission’s interpretation that a locational 
requirement is authorized and may be applied to individual electric providers.   

The MPSC argues that because § 6w(8)(b) is silent9 as to whether an alternative electric 
supplier may similarly aggregate its resources, the intent of the statute must be to permit the 

9 Actually, the law “is more logically understood” by reference to its own terms.  The more 
logical interpretation of those terms is that the Legislature authorized cooperative or municipally 
owned electric utilities to aggregate their resources in order to meet the local clearing 
requirement.  We will not infer from the Legislature’s failure to impose the local clearing 
requirement on individual alternative electric suppliers, i.e., the Legislature’s silence, that it, in 
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imposition of a local clearing requirement on individual alternative electric suppliers.  Again, 
however, reaching this conclusion requires the inference that § 6w permits the MPSC to establish 
a capacity obligation that includes an individual local clearing requirement contrary to that 
imposed by MISO.  Because we must strictly construe the statutes that confer power on the 
MPSC—power that may not be inferred but instead must be conferred by “clear and 
unmistakable language”—we conclude that MCL 460.6w does not authorize the MPSC to 
impose a local clearing requirement upon individual alternative electric suppliers.  See Herrick 
Dist Library, 293 Mich App at 582-583. 

D. LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

We further conclude that, were it necessary to look outside the language of the statute at issue 
here to ascertain the intent of the Legislature, the order of the MPSC conflicts with the intent of Act 
341 as reflected in that act’s legislative history.  When construing a statute, this Court is required to 
give effect to the intent of the Legislature.  Russell v Detroit, 321 Mich App 628, 637; 909 NW2d 
507 (2017).  When statutory language is clear, the intent of the Legislature is clear and we will 
enforce the statute as written.  Id.  We look outside the plain words of the statute only when 
ambiguity within the statute requires it, and we do not use legislative history to cloud clear statutory 
text.  In re Certified Question from the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, 468 
Mich 109, 116; 659 NW2d 597 (2003).  A statute is ambiguous only if it creates an irreconcilable 
conflict with another statutory provision or if its language is equally susceptible to more than one 
meaning.  Village of Holly v Holly Twp, 267 Mich App 461, 474; 705 NW2d 532 (2005).   

As discussed, any authority granted by statute to the MPSC must be conferred by “clear 
and unmistakable language,” Consumers Power Co, 460 Mich at 155-156, and the “powers 
specifically conferred on an agency cannot be extended by inference[.]”  Herrick Dist Library, 293 
Mich App at 582-583 (quotation marks and citation omitted).  Here, because the language of MCL 
460.6w is unambiguous, we interpret the plain language as reflecting the intent of the Legislature 
without the need to consider the legislative history and conclude that MCL 460.6w contains no 
clear and unmistakable language granting the MPSC authority to impose a local clearing 
requirement on individual alternative electric suppliers.  The MPSC, however, invites us to 
interpret the statute as permitting it to assume authority not explicit within the statute.  We 
conclude that even if it were necessary to look beyond the language of the statute to ascertain the 
intent of the Legislature, the interpretation suggested by the MPSC conflicts with the Legislature’s 
intent when enacting MCL 460.6w as is evident in the legislative history of Act 341.   

fact, intended to impose the local clearing requirement on individual alternative electric 
suppliers.  Given that “Michigan courts determine the Legislature’s intent from its words, not 
from its silence,” Donajkowski v Alpena Power Co, 460 Mich 243, 261; 596 NW2d 574 (1999), 
the better understanding is, as we have articulated it here, that the Legislature’s reference to 
MISO’s standards, which allow the local clearing requirement to be met on a zonal basis, and no 
language imposing the local clearing requirement on individual alternative electric suppliers, 
means that the MPSC is without authority to impose such a requirement on individual alternative 
electric suppliers.   
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We note that not all legislative history is equally valuable when attempting to ascertain the 
legislative intent behind statutory language.  In re Certified Question, 468 Mich at 115 n 5.  Our 
Supreme Court has instructed that “the highest quality [of] legislative history [is] that [which] 
relates to an action of the Legislature from which a court may draw reasonable inferences about the 
Legislature’s intent,” including “actions of the Legislature in considering various alternatives in 
language in statutory provisions before settling on the language actually enacted.”  Id.   

Here, the legislative process leading to the passage of Act 341 lasted for almost 17 
months and involved numerous amendments and bill substitutes.  Senate Bill 437 was introduced 
on July 1, 2015.  It proposed substantial amendment of the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Act, 1939 PA 3, and the Customer Choice and Electricity Reliability Act, as enacted by 2000 
PAs 141 and 142.  The bill ultimately emerged from the Senate as Senate Substitute 7 (S7), with 
a new provision that imposed on alternative electric suppliers a capacity obligation and a 
demonstration process; alternative electric suppliers were required to own or contract for enough 
capacity resources to meet a percentage of their proportionate share of the local clearing 
requirement.  For example, S7 provided in proposed § 6w(2)(C), in relevant part:   

An alternative electric supplier . . . shall . . . demonstrate to the commission, in a 
format determined by the commission, that for the planning year, . . . the 
alternative electric supplier . . . owns or has contractual rights to sufficient 
dedicated and firm electric capacity to meet the equivalent of 90% of its 
proportional share of the local clearing requirement . . . .[10]   

This version of the bill passed the Senate and was transmitted to the House.  On 
December 15, 2016, the House adopted H4 in place of S7.  H4 removed the specific language 
requiring individual alternative electric suppliers to meet a percentage of their proportionate 
share of the local clearing requirement.  H4 also added language to proposed § 6w(6) specifying 
that an alternative electric supplier could meet its overall capacity obligation with any resource 
that the appropriate independent system operator (MISO) allows to meet the capacity obligation. 
The Senate thereafter concurred with H4, and the bill was signed into law.  The Legislature 
thereby rejected statutory language imposing the local clearing requirement on individual 
alternative electric suppliers in favor of statutory language adopting the MISO method of not 
imposing the local clearing requirement on individual electric providers.   

In its September 15, 2017 order, the MPSC stated: 

The Commission acknowledges that previous versions of the legislation included 
a detailed methodology relative to determining the share of a forward locational 
requirement each provider would have to demonstrate.  What changed . . . is not 
that a locational requirement went away entirely, but that an explicit methodology 
was removed and replaced with provisions that leave decisions on the 
methodology of how to establish the locational requirement up to the 
Commission. . . .  [T]he statute gives the Commission flexibility to determine how 

10 Capitalization altered. 
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best to establish a forward locational requirement and the resources that qualify to 
meet that requirement.   

On appeal, the MPSC suggests that “once the Legislature had MISO’s . . . long-term 
resource adequacy plan to use as a guide, Legislators no longer felt the need to provide their own 
different plans for how to allocate [local clearing requirements] and PRMR [the planning reserve 
margin requirement],” as is apparent from “the addition of requirements that the Commission 
request MISO’s assistance in setting capacity determination and deference to MISO’s 
determinations of what resources would qualify.”  In sum, the MPSC urges us to read into the 
statute an implied grant of authority to the MPSC to impose a local clearing requirement on 
individual alternative electric suppliers even though (1) such authority is not clearly and 
unmistakably granted by the statute, (2) such an interpretation is contrary to the directive of § 6w 
that the local clearing requirement be imposed in accordance with MISO’s practices, which do 
not impose the local clearing requirement on individual alternative electric suppliers, and (3) the 
Legislature rejected language granting such authority to the MPSC, removing it from the final 
draft of the statute ultimately enacted.  We decline the invitation to engage in these interpretive 
gymnastics and return to our ultimate concern and primary objective when reviewing an agency 
decision interpreting a statute—that is, to properly construe the statute and to discern and give 
effect to the Legislature’s intent.  Rovas, 482 Mich at 107-108; Coldwater, 500 Mich at 167.   

“Where the Legislature has considered certain language and rejected it in favor of other 
language, the resulting statutory language should not be held to authorize what the Legislature 
explicitly rejected.”  Bush v Shabahang, 484 Mich 156, 173-174; 772 NW2d 272 (2009), quoting 
In re MCI Telecom Complaint, 460 Mich 396, 415; 596 NW2d 164 (1999) (alteration omitted).  
We therefore will not interpret the language adopted in MCL 460.6w as authorizing what the 
Legislature explicitly rejected when enacting that statute.   

E. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES ACT

Energy Michigan also contends that the MPSC, through its September 15, 2017 order, 
made a series of decisions that are essentially a set of improperly instituted rules.  An 
administrative rule is “an agency regulation, statement, standard, policy, ruling, or instruction of 
general applicability that implements or applies law enforced or administered by the agency . . . .”  
MCL 24.207.  An agency should resort to formal APA rulemaking when establishing policies that 
“do not merely interpret or explain the statute or rules from which the agency derives its authority,” 
but rather “establish the substantive standards implementing the program.”  Faircloth v Family 
Independence Agency, 232 Mich App 391, 403-404; 591 NW2d 314 (1998).  Under the APA, a 
“rule” does not include a “rule or order establishing or fixing rates or tariffs,” MCL 24.207(c), a 
“determination, decision, or order in a contested case,” MCL 24.207(f), an “interpretive statement” 
or “guideline,” MCL 24.207(h), or a “decision by an agency to exercise or not to exercise a 
permissive statutory power, although private rights or interests are affected,” MCL 24.207(j).  “[I]n 
order to reflect the APA’s preference for policy determinations pursuant to rules, the definition of 
‘rule’ is to be broadly construed, while the exceptions are to be narrowly construed.”  AFSCME v 
Dep’t of Mental Health, 452 Mich 1, 10; 550 NW2d 190 (1996).  An agency, however, may not 
avoid the requirements for promulgating rules by issuing its directives under different labels.  See 
id. at 9.  Whether an agency policy is invalid because it was not promulgated as a rule under the 
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APA is reviewed de novo by this Court.  In re PSC Guidelines for Transactions Between Affiliates, 
252 Mich App 254, 263; 652 NW2d 1 (2002).   

In Docket No. 340607, Energy Michigan contends that the MPSC, in its September 15, 
2017 order, determined that it could impose a local clearing requirement on individual alternative 
electric suppliers and, in essence, enacted rules without complying with the APA.  Energy 
Michigan identifies six such alleged instances, which Energy Michigan notes is not an all-inclusive 
list:   

a. Establishment of a formula for determining each electric provider’s
“total capacity obligation that it will be required to demonstrate that it has owned 
or contracted resources to satisfy.”   

b. A restriction on the use of the MISO Planning Resource Auction to
meet capacity needs, where the Commission states that it “is also allowing electric 
providers to plan on up to 5% of their portfolio to be acquired through MISO’s 
annual capacity auction” where no such restriction formerly existed.    

c. Setting of the capacity obligation for the years 2018 to 2021 on the basis
of the electric provider’s Peak Load Contribution (“PLC”) for 2018, without any 
means to adjust that obligation during the four years, by requiring that “[t]hese PLC 
determinations will ultimately drive the total amount of capacity obligation that an 
AES [alternative electric supplier] will be required to meet in its annual 
demonstration before the Commission.”   

d. Imposing a locational requirement for obtaining capacity on individual
electric providers which will be required for the 2019 demonstration, by affirming 
“the Commission’s interpretation that a locational requirement is authorized and 
may be applied to individual electric providers.”   

e. Asserting authority to reinsert by administrative fiat requirements that
were removed from the authorizing statute during the legislative drafting process. 

f. And ordering that “[t]he Capacity Demonstration Process and
Requirements . . . are approved” without having developed those requirements 
through the proper rulemaking process.  [Citations omitted.] 

These allegations of inappropriate rulemaking primarily relate to the MPSC’s imposition 
of a local clearing requirement on individual alternative electric suppliers.11  Because we 

11 Energy Michigan’s challenges under the APA are tied almost entirely to the MPSC’s imposition 
of the local clearing requirement on individual electric suppliers.  In its appellate brief replying to 
the briefing by Consumers Energy, Energy Michigan asserts that “[w]hat Energy Michigan is 
disputing (setting aside the MPSC’s unlawful process for implementing its new rules . . .) is 
whether or not the Commission has the authority to go beyond MISO’s zonal LCR [local clearing 
requirement] and establish a mandatory individual LCR for each electric provider, something that 
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determine that the statute does not provide the MPSC with the authority to impose a local 
clearing requirement on individual alternative electric suppliers, we conclude that it is 
unnecessary to reach the related issue whether the MPSC’s determination concerning the local 
clearing requirement resulted in improperly promulgated rules.   

Reversed and remanded for proceedings consistent with this opinion.  We do not retain 
jurisdiction.   

/s/ Michael F. Gadola 
/s/ Patrick M. Meter 
/s/ Jonathan Tukel 

MISO has not done and that is not present in the federal reliability requirements, but would be a 
new and unique state-level innovation.”  We agree with Energy Michigan that this is the focus of 
the parties’ dispute and the nearly exclusive focus of the parties’ briefing.  The challenges under 
the APA extend beyond the question of the local clearing requirement, but we decline to reach 
those issues because they are not sufficiently developed in light of the brevity with which all 
parties treated those challenges.   
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE:  August 1, 2018 
TO:  Michigan Public Service Commission and Resource Adequacy Stakeholders 
FROM:  Roger Doherty – Engineer, Resource Adequacy and Retail Choice 
SUBJECT:  Updated Capacity Demonstration Process (Exhibit S-25) per Case No. U-18444 
June 28, 2018 order. 

On June 28, 2018, the Commission issued an order in Case No. U-18444 establishing the process 
and requirements for a forward locational requirement under MCL 460.6w. This order adopted 
an incremental need approach as the methodology to be used in determining the individual 
forward locational requirement and directed MPSC Staff to file an updated Capacity 
Demonstration Process and Requirements document (Exhibit S-25) consistent with the 
Commission’s findings in that order by August 1, 2018. 

The updated Capacity Demonstration Process and Requirements Document is attached. The 
following is a list of changes that were made: 

• The order directed staff to update the local resource zone 7 forward locational
requirements “based on the publicly-announced retirements of two of Consumers Energy
Company’s medium four units, Karn 1 & 2.” The updated locational requirement is 2.7%
for planning year 2022 and 5.3% for planning year 2023.

• The order states that “individual forward locational requirements for local resource zones
1 and 2 shall be zero and are not subject to biennial reevaluation unless the commission
directs otherwise in a future Commission order.” Staff updated this section of the
Capacity Demonstration Process and Requirements document to be clear and consistent
with this direction.

MPSC Staff is aware of the Michigan Court of Appeals July 12, 2018 decision reversing and 
remanding the final order in Case No. U-18197 as well as the petition for rehearing and appeals 
filed in Case No. U-18444. Staff is proceeding as directed in Case No. U-18444 pending further 
direction from the Commission. 

U-18444 8-1-18 Memo from Doherty to MPSC
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CAPACITY DEMONSTRATION PROCESS AND REQUIREMENTS FOR PLANNING YEARS 2022/23 AND 
2023/24 (updated per 6/28/2018 Order in Case No. U-18444)

One docket will be opened in the fall of 2018 for the planning year 2022/23 capacity demonstrations.  A 
separate docket will be opened in the fall of 2019 for the planning year 2023/24 capacity 
demonstrations.  The Commission orders opening the dockets will provide requirements for load serving 
entities (LSE) to follow in making capacity demonstrations and include the capacity obligations to be 
applicable for the demonstration year. 

Capacity Demonstration Process

Commission issues final 
order on Michigan 
Forward Locational 
Requirements for 
2022/23 & 2023/24

Commission issues 
orders in cases to assign 
AES capacity obligations 
to utilities and impose 
SRM charges from U-

18441 demonstrations; 
Commission also opens 

docket for 2022/23 
demonstration

Commission Staff 
issues memo in 
2022/23 capacity 

demonstration docket 
with updated capacity 

obligations based 
upon latest MISO LOLE 

report

Utilities file capacity 
demonstrations in 

same docket

AESs, Cooperatives, 
Municipalities file 

capacity 
demonstrations in 

same docket

Commission Staff 
issues memo 

regarding sufficiency 
of capacity 

demonstrations in 
docket

July 1, 2018# September 1, 2018* November 1, 2018* December 1, 2018* February 11, 2019* March 6, 2019*

Commission Order on 
capacity demonstration, 

possibly opening new 
contested case(s) to 
impose SRM charges

Commission issues 
orders in cases to assign 
AES capacity obligations 
to utilities and impose 

SRM charges from 
2022/23 

demonstrations; 
Commission also opens 

docket for 2023/24 
demonstration

Commission opens 
docket for contested 

case to set the 
Michigan Forward 

Locational 
Requirements for 
2024/25 & 2025/26

Commission Staff 
issues memo in 
2023/24 capacity 

demonstration docket 
with updated capacity 

obligations based 
upon latest MISO LOLE 

report

Utilities file capacity 
demonstrations in 

same docket

AESs, Cooperatives, 
Municipalities file 

capacity 
demonstrations in 

same docket

March, 2019* September 1, 2019* October, 2019# November 1, 2019* December 1, 2019* February 11, 2020*

Commission Staff issues 
memo regarding 

sufficiency of capacity 
demonstrations in 

docket

Commission Order on 
capacity demonstration, 

possibly opening new 
contested case(s) to 
impose SRM charges

Commission issues 
final order on 

Michigan Forward 
Locational 

Requirements for 
2024/25 & 2025/26

March 6, 2020* March, 2020* July 1, 2020#

*Capacity demonstration process (repeats annually)
#Determine incremental capacity need (repeats every two years)
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The capacity demonstration obligations will be determined in a consistent and transparent manner, 
based upon the most recently published Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE) study by the Midcontinent 
Independent System Operator (MISO). 

The capacity demonstrations filed in this docket shall include four years of load obligations and owned 
or contracted resources, similar to the requests that the Commission has made in previous years.  The 
capacity demonstration for year four will be used to determine if the load serving entity has met its 
capacity obligations, while the data filed for years one through three will be used for informational 
purposes only.  Each LSE’s applicable capacity obligation will be based upon its most recent Planning 
Reserve Margin Requirement (PRMR), as specified by MISO, and adopted by the Commission. 

For the purposes of the capacity demonstrations for the Michigan State Reliability Mechanism (SRM), 
MCL 460.6w(8), the total capacity obligation to meet for a given LSE shall be the LSEs’ PRMR.  The PRMR 
includes an LSE’s MISO Coincident Peak Demand adjusted for internal demand response programs 
netted against load, plus transmission losses and planning reserve margin (PRM) UCAP (unforced 
capacity) percentage.  For LSEs provided a peak load contribution (PLC) value from their Energy 
Distribution Company (EDC), their capacity obligation to meet shall be their PLC, if it already includes 
transmission losses, and PRM UCAP percent adjustments. 

The applicable MISO PRM UCAP percentages reported in the MISO 2018-2019 Loss of Load Expectation 
Study Report are as follows: 

Planning Year 2022/23 2023/24 
PRM UCAP 8.4% 8.4% 

The PRM UCAP percentages will be updated annually, or as released by MISO in future LOLE Studies.  
The PRM UCAP percentages applicable for each demonstration year will be included in the order that 
opens the capacity demonstration docket, and updated by MPSC Staff memo to the docket if applicable 
PRMR updates are published by MISO subsequent to the Commission Order. 

The PLC determination for Retail Open Access (ROA) customers should be made through a cooperative 
process which is consistent with current MISO rules for dispute resolution.  These PLC determinations 
will ultimately drive the total amount of capacity obligation that an Alternative Energy Supplier (AES) will 
be required to meet in its annual demonstration before the Commission.   

Forward Locational Requirement Methodology 

The process used to determine the forward locational requirements is as follows: 
1. Use the methodology from Staff’s August 1, 2017 report and MISO’s comments in Case No. U-

18197 to project the Local Resource Zone’s (LRZ) Locational Clearing Requirement (LCR) six years
forward using the data provided in the 2018-2019 MISO LOLE Study Report.1

1 https://www.misoenergy.org/api/documents/getbymediaid/80578. 
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a. Extrapolate/Interpolate the Peak Demand and Local Reliability Requirement (LRR) UCAP
per-unit of LRZ Peak Demand to find values for the needed year (not necessary in this
iteration because 2023/24 values were included in the MISO LOLE Study Report).

b. Determine the LRZ’s LRR by multiplying the zone’s peak demand by the LRR UCAP per-
unit of LRZ Peak Demand percentage.

c. Calculate the forward LCR by subtracting the Capacity Import Limit (held constant from
the prompt year) from the LRR.

2. Analyze previously filed confidential and public LSE resource data to project any changes to the
amount of existing resources in the zone six years forward.

3. Subtract the projected existing resources in the zone from the zone’s LCR to determine the
forward locational incremental need.

4. Divided the forward locational incremental need by the zone’s Peak Demand. This percent is the
forward locational requirement for each LSE for the two year period.

5. Split this percentage evenly to determine the annual percentage applicable to each of the two
planning years; 2022/23 and 2023/24.

6. The forward locational requirement applicable to each LSE is the annual percentage multiplied
by its respective prompt year peak demand applicable for the demonstration.

Zonal Locational Requirements for Planning Years 2022/23 and 2023/24:2 

MISO Zone 2 
Planning 
Year 

Peak Demand 
(MW) {A} 

LRR UCAP per-unit of 
LRZ Peak Demand {B} 

LRR (MW) 
{C}={A}*{B} 

Capacity Import 
Limit (MW) {D} 

LCR (MW) 
{E}={C}-{D} 

2023/24 13,054 118.7% 15,495 2,317 13,178 

MISO Zone 7 

Planning 
Year 

Peak Demand 
(MW) {A} 

LRR UCAP per-unit of 
LRZ Peak Demand {B} 

LRR (MW) 
{C}={A}*{B} 

Capacity Import 
Limit (MW) {D} 

LCR (MW) 
{E}={C}-{D} 

2023/24 21,384 115.3% 24,656 3,785 20,871 

The zonal locational requirements for future planning years 2024/25 and beyond will be addressed in a 
future filing as determined by the Commission.   

Zone 7 Incremental Need and Forward Locational Requirement 

The total projected resources in Zone 7 in 2023/24 is based on the capacity demonstration filings in Case 
No. U-18197 which covered planning years 2017/18 through 2021/22.  Adjustments were made to 
remove behind the meter generation (btmg) not in the MISO Resource Adequacy Construct, reported 

2 The source for the data in columns {A} through {E} is the MISO 2018 – 2019 LOLE Study Report, 
https://www.misoenergy.org/api/documents/getbymediaid/80578.  
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retirements, zonal resource credit (ZRC) purchases, resources located outside of the zone, and any 
double counted units. The resulting total projected resources in Zone 7 for 2023/24 is 19,734 MW or 
1137 MW less than the projected MISO LCR in 2023/243.  This forward incremental need represents 
5.3% of the projected Zone 7 peak demand. Splitting this need evenly between the 2022/23 and 
2023/24 planning years results in a forward locational requirement for each LSE in Zone 7 of 2.7% of its 
prompt year PLC to be met with Zone 7 resources in 2022/23, and 5.3% in 2023/24.  The percentage 
requirements were rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent. 

Planning Year Applicable PLC Forward Locational Requirement 
2022/23 Determined January, 2019 2.7% 
2023/24 Determined January, 2020 5.3% 

The forward locational requirements for Zone 7 for planning years 2024/25 and beyond will be re-
evaluated going forward based upon future directives set by Commission Order. 

Zone 2 Forward Locational Requirement 

Unlike Zone 7, which is entirely located in the Lower Peninsula of Michigan, Zone 2 includes the Upper 
Peninsula of Michigan and a large portion of eastern Wisconsin.  The MPSC does not have the same level 
of detail regarding the generation sited in Wisconsin as it does for generation sited in Michigan.  
Without making any assumptions regarding the future retirement of Zone 2 resources, the 2017-2018 
MISO Planning Resource Auction Results show the Total Offers Submitted in Zone 2 of 15,149 ZRCs, 
which exceeds the projected Zone 2 LCR (13,178 MW) in 2023/24 by 15%.  Utilizing the same method as 
applied to Zone 7 results in an incremental need of zero for Zone 2.  Based upon the current surplus of 
existing resources in Zone 2, the forward locational requirement for LSEs in Zone 2 is zero for planning 
years 2022/23 and 2023/24.  Although the current forward locational requirement is zero for LSEs in 
Zone 2, the adequacy of resources in Zone 2 will continue to be monitored.  The PRMR capacity 
obligations still apply to LSEs in Zone 2 on a four-year forward basis as required by MCL 460.6w.  The 
forward locational requirements for Zone 2 are not subject to biennial reevaluation unless the 
Commission directs otherwise in a future order. 

Zone 1 Forward Locational Requirement 

The individual forward locational requirement for local resource zone 1 is zero and is not subject to 
biennial reevaluation unless the Commission directs otherwise in a future order.  The PRMR capacity 
obligations still apply to LSEs in Zone 1 on a four-year forward basis as required by MCL 460.6w. 

Resource Demonstrations 

3 The total projected resources has been updated to include the publicly announced retirements of Karn 1 & 2 as 
directed by the Commission in its June 28, 2018 order in Case No. U-18444, https://mi-
psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t00000023GMHAA2. 
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The minimum acceptable support for all resources submitted as part of a capacity demonstration 
include:  

1) Documentation supporting the MISO zonal location of the resource, and;
2) The minimum acceptable support based upon the type of resource that is outlined in the

sections below.

Existing generation (owned) 

The minimum acceptable support for existing generation that is included in a capacity demonstration 
include:  

1) An affidavit from an officer of the company claiming ownership of the unit(s), including a
commitment of the unit(s) to LSE load in the applicable Michigan zone four years forward,

2) A copy of the existing ZRC qualification of the unit(s) from the MISO Module E Capacity Tracking
Tool, and;

3) If there are retail tariffs or customer contracts associated with the resources, copies should be
provided.

Existing demand response or energy efficiency resources (that have not been netted against load) 

The minimum acceptable support for existing demand response resources or energy efficiency resources 
that have not already been netted against load include: 

1) An affidavit from an officer of the company outlining the resource(s), including a commitment to
maintain at least that same level of resources four years forward,

2) A copy of the existing ZRC qualification of the resource(s) from the MISO Module E Capacity
Tracking Tool, and;

3) If there are retail tariffs or customer contracts associated with the resources, copies should be
provided.

New or upgraded generation (owned) 

The minimum acceptable support for proposed new generation include: 

1) An affidavit from an officer of the company outlining the detailed plans for the new generation
including milestones such as planned in-service date, expected regulatory approval date(s),
planned date to enter the MISO generator interconnection queue, expected date for MISO
generator interconnection agreement, construction timeline, etc.,

2) Documentation supporting the expected ZRC qualification from MISO for the new unit(s), and;
3) If there are retail tariffs or customer contracts associated with the resources, copies should be

provided.
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For new generation submitted as part of a capacity demonstration, the Commission finds that all of the 
above data be updated and submitted on an annual basis with each subsequent capacity demonstration 
until the unit(s) are in service.   

New demand response or energy efficiency resources (that have not been netted against load) 

The minimum acceptable support for new demand response resources or energy efficiency resources 
that have not already been netted against load included in a capacity demonstration include: 

1) An affidavit from an officer of the company outlining the plans for the resource(s), including a
commitment to achieve and/or maintain at least that same level of resources four years
forward,

2) Evidence that the customer’s distribution utility has been notified of specific customers
participating in the resource,

3) Specific plans to have the resource(s) qualified by the independent system operator, and;
4) If there are retail tariffs or customer contracts associated with the resources, copies should be

provided.

For new demand response or energy efficiency resources submitted as part of a capacity demonstration, 
the Commission finds that all of the above data be updated and submitted on an annual basis with each 
subsequent capacity demonstration until the resource(s) are in service.  Final qualification / approval 
from the independent system operator should be submitted in a subsequent demonstration. 

Existing generation (capacity contract) 

The minimum acceptable support for capacity contracts with existing generation include: 

1) An affidavit from an officer of the company including a copy of the contract that specifies the
unit(s) or pool of generation that is the source of the contract, including the location of the
unit(s) or pool.  The affidavit should include a commitment to maintain the contracted amount
four years forward regardless of any early out clauses in the contract, and;

2) A copy of the existing ZRC qualification of the unit(s) or pool from the MISO Module E Capacity
Tracking Tool that the LSE obtains from the asset owner and includes with the demonstration
filing.

Forward ZRC contracts 

The minimum acceptable support for forward ZRC contracts include an affidavit from an officer of the 
company including a copy of the contract that specifies the zonal location of the ZRCs.  The affidavit 
should include a commitment to maintain the contracted amount four years forward regardless of any 
early-out clauses in the contract.  A forward ZRC contract that does not specify the zonal location of the 
ZRCs will be deemed insufficient towards meeting any portion of a locational requirement, unless the 
LSE provides other alternative support for the location of the ZRCs.   

Resources submitted in a LSE capacity demonstration to meet forward locational requirements must be 
located within the same local resource zone as the LSE.  Evidence demonstrating that a resource located 
outside of the LSE’s zone would count towards meeting the LCR of the LSE’s zone should be provided by 
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the demonstrating LSE if applicable.  Existing contracts with resources outside of an LSE’s zone will count 
towards meeting forward locational requirements if they are for a period of at least twenty years and 
the contracts were entered into prior to MISO’s implementation of local resource zones on June 1, 2013. 

PRA Purchases 

The amount of ZRCs planned to be purchased in the MISO Planning Resource Auction (PRA) that will be 
deemed prudent in an approved capacity demonstration will be limited to the following percentage of 
the LSE’s total PRMR requirement. 

Planning Year 2022/23 2023/24 
PRA Purchases (%) 5% 5% 

Utilization of the MISO PRA in interim years 

A capacity demonstration filed by an LSE that includes a plan to purchase ZRCs in the PRA four years in 
the future in excess of the allowable amounts outlined above, will not constitute a demonstration that 
the LSE owns or has contracted resources to meet its future capacity obligations, unless those ZRCs are 
tied to specific identified resources that are committed to be offered in the PRA, by contract, on behalf 
of the LSE for the applicable planning year. 

Once the Commission has determined that the capacity demonstration made by an LSE is deemed to be 
sufficient, it shall not be re-litigated or “trued-up” in the interim years.  If, subsequent to its initial 
satisfactory capacity demonstration, an LSE experiences an unforeseen significant outage at one of its 
generation assets, or has an unforeseen variation in its total load obligations, these matters will be 
settled in the PRA.  The LSE’s initial capacity demonstration will not be re-examined to reconcile 
projected interim year load obligations or generating resource capacity ratings with actual values that 
are experienced in that interim year. 

Additional Considerations for Capacity Demonstrations 

Other types of documentation submitted as part of a capacity demonstration will be evaluated on a case 
by case basis.  Because some of the documentation that is required to be filed in these proceedings is 
commercially sensitive, competitive information, it shall continue to be treated in a confidential manner, 
as has been done in the past.  The Staff shall file a memo in the docket two weeks after the final capacity 
demonstrations are due, outlining its findings from the demonstration filings, including a listing of any 
entities whose demonstration, in Staff’s opinion, did not completely pass muster.   

In the case where a demonstration filing does not pass Staff’s muster, Staff would recommend that the 
Commission open a contested case docket, whereby the LSE in question could attempt to prove that its 
capacity demonstration should be deemed acceptable.  The outcome of that case would be a 
Commission order potentially authorizing SRM capacity charges to ROA customer load as well as a 
respective increase in capacity obligations assigned to the incumbent utility as the Provider of Last 
Resort (POLR) for capacity service.  Any contested demonstration cases will be opened as soon as 
practicable following the issuance of the Staff memo and be completed within six months.  
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If an LSE has met the capacity demonstration requirements, no contested case will be opened, and no 
further action will be taken regarding any capacity demonstration that has been deemed sufficient by 
Staff and accepted by the Commission. 

Capacity Demonstrations for LSEs in PJM service territory 

PJM Interconnection LLC (PJM) has a mandatory forward capacity market for LSEs in its service territory.  
LSEs in the PJM service territory meet their Independent System Operator capacity obligations either 
through participation in PJM’s Reliability Pricing Model (RPM) Base Residual Auction (BRA) or through 
PJM’s Fixed Resource Requirement (FRR) capacity plan.  The PJM capacity market is a three year forward 
market with the calendar aligned slightly differently than what exists with the MISO capacity market.  
PJM’s tariff requires FRR entities (those that self-supply capacity as Indiana Michigan Power has done 
since the inception of the RPM construct in 2007) to prove capacity for the 2022/23 delivery year (June 
2022 through May 2023) in April 2019.  The BRA will be completed in May 2019 for the 2022/23 delivery 
year, and in May 2020 for the 2023/24 delivery year. 

The timing of PJM LSEs capacity demonstrations to the Commission will remain the same as those 
expected of MISO LSEs, however, PJM LSEs will be allowed to file an amended capacity demonstration 
two weeks after the completion of the PJM RPM BRA if the LSE participates in the BRA.  The capacity 
demonstration should include the FRR capacity plan and/or BRA results.  Meeting PJM’s capacity 
obligations, including any applicable Percentage Internal Resources Required for the delivery year will 
constitute a satisfactory demonstration, and the demonstrating LSE should provide evidence that it has 
met PJM’s capacity obligations. 

Demonstration Format 

In addition to all of the items outlined above, the following forms shall also be utilized by the LSE in filing 
its demonstration. 
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Case No:

Witness:

Exhibit:

Page:

Case No:

Utility:

Date:

Exhibit 1:

Utility Bundled Service Peak Demand for the Lower Peninsula of Michigan

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e ) ( f ) ( g ) ( h ) ( i )

Line Sample Calc. PY 2015-16 PY 2016-17 PY 2017-18 PY 2018-19 PY 2019-20 PY 2020-21 PY 2021-22

Actual Actual Actual Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast

Peak Demand (MW)

1 Service Territory, Coincident to Bundled 12,345

2 Choice, Coincident to Bundled 1,234

3 Bundled (line 1 - line 2) 11,111

Coincident to MISO Sys.Peak Demand (MW)

4 Service Territory 12,098

5 Choice 1,209

6 Bundled (line 4 - line 5) 10,889

* Totals carry to Sheet 3.

* Provide actual values where available. 

* Assume current proportions of Bundled service and Choice service throughout the forecast period unless there is a known change in electric service provider. 

* Do not adjust for Load Modifying Resources or Demand Response Programs. Those adjustments will be accounted for in Exhibit 3.

Utility Bundled Service Peak Demand for the Upper Peninsula of Michigan

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e ) ( f ) ( g ) ( h ) ( i )

Line Sample Calc. PY 2015-16 PY 2016-17 PY 2017-18 PY 2018-19 PY 2019-20 PY 2020-21 PY 2021-22

Actual Actual Actual Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast

Peak Demand (MW)

7 Service Territory, Coincident to Bundled 12,345

8 Choice, Coincident to Bundled 1,234

9 Bundled (line 7 - line 8) 11,111

Coincident to MISO Sys.Peak Demand (MW)

10 Service Territory 12,098

11 Choice 1,209

12 Bundled (line 10 - line 11) 10,889

* Totals carry to Sheet 3.

* Provide actual values where available. 

* Assume current proportions of Bundled service and Choice service throughout the forecast period unless there is a known change in electric service provider. 

* Do not adjust for Load Modifying Resources or Demand Response Programs. Those adjustments will be accounted for in Exhibit 3.

_________________ 

_________________ 

_________________

Peak Demand Bundled Service

Actual and Forecast including Transmission Losses (MW)

Actual and Forecast including Transmission Losses (MW)

U-18444

R. Doherty

S-25

10 of 15

U-18444 8-1-18 Memo from Doherty to MPSC

608a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



Case No:

Witness:

Exhibit:

Page:

Case No:

Utility:

Date:

Exhibit 2:

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e ) ( f ) ( g ) ( h ) ( i )

Line Sample Calc. PY 2015-16 PY 2016-17 PY 2017-18 PY 2018-19 PY 2019-20 PY 2020-21 PY 2021-22

Actual Actual Actual Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast

Peak Demand (MW)

1 LSE Peak Demand w/o Transmission Losses 1,234

2 Load Diversity Factor 0.98

3 Coincident Peak Demand (line 1 x line 2) 1,209

* Totals carry to Sheet 3.

* Provide actual values where available.

* Do not adjust for Load Modifying Resources or Demand Response Programs. Those adjustments will be accounted for in Exhibit 3.

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e ) ( f ) ( g ) ( h ) ( i )

Line Sample Calc. PY 2015-16 PY 2016-17 PY 2017-18 PY 2018-19 PY 2019-20 PY 2020-21 PY 2021-22

Actual Actual Actual Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast

Peak Demand (MW)

4 LSE Peak Demand w/o Transmission Losses 1,234

5 Load Diversity Factor 0.98

6 Coincident Peak Demand (line 4 x line 5) 1,209

* Totals carry to Sheet 3.

* Provide actual values where available.

* Do not adjust for Load Modifying Resources or Demand Response Programs. Those adjustments will be accounted for in Exhibit 3.

AES Peak Demand for the Upper Peninsula of Michigan

Actual and Forecast including Transmission Losses (MW)

U-18444
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_______________

_______________

_______________

Peak Demand AES

AES Peak Demand for the Lower Peninsula of Michigan

Actual and Forecast including Transmission Losses (MW)
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Case No:

Witness:

Exhibit:

Page:

Case No:

Utility:

Date:

Exhibit 3:

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e )

Line Sample Calc. PY 2018-2019 PY 2019-2020 PY 2020-2021 PY 2021-2022

1 Forecasted Bundled (or AES) Non-Coincident Peak Demand, MW (from Ex. 1 or Ex. 2) 11,111

2 Internal Demand Response Programs that are applied as an adjustment to the Peak forecast, MW 11

3 Adjusted Forecasted Bundled (or AES) Non-Coincident Peak Demand, MW (line 1 - line 2) 11,100

4 Load Diversity Factor coincident to MISO, %. 98.00%

5 Adjusted Forecasted Bundled (or AES) Coincident Peak Demand, MW (line 3 x line 4) 10,878

6 Transmission Losses, % 2.80%

7 Adjusted Total Peak Demand, MW (line 5 -(line 5 x line 6)) 10,573

8 Applied Transmission Losses, MW  (line 5 x line 6) 305

9 Adjusted Total Peak Demand, MW (same as line 7) 10,573 

10 Planning Reserve Margin % UCAP Basis 7.10% 7.50% 7.30% 7.30% 7.40%

11 Total Planning Reserve Margin Requirement (expected reserves), UCAP MW ((line 8 + line 9) x (1 + line 10)) 11,650

12 Company Owned, In-State, Non-Intermittent, MW 8,890

13 Company Owned, Out-of-State, Non-Intermittent, MW 120

14 Company Owned, In-State, Intermittent, MW 660

15 Company Owned, Out-of-State, Intermittent, MW 100

16 Total Company Owned Generation, MW (line 12 + line 13 + line 14 + line 15) 9,770

17 Load Modifying Resources, Treated as Capacity, MW 420

18 Applied Transmission Losses, MW (line 17 x line 6) 12

19 Total Qualified Demand Response Resources including PRMUCAP, MW ((line 17 + line 18) x (1 + line 10)) 462

20 PPA, In-State Intermittent Resource,  MW 100

21 PPA, Out-of-State Intermittent Resource, MW 200

22 PPA, PURPA (BTMG), MW 26

23 PPA, Intermittent (BTMG), MW 6

24 Other Forward Capacity Contract, MW -  In-State 220

25 Other Forward Capacity Contract, MW - Out-of-State 0

26 Total PPA, MW (line 20 + line 21 + line 22 + line 23 + line 24 + line 25) 552

27 Total Planning Resources, MW (line 16 + line 19 + line 26) 10,784

28 UCAP Surplus/(Shortfall), MW (line 27 - line 11) (866)

Planning Reserve Margin Requirements and Planning Resources to be Acquired (UCAP MW)

_______________

_______________

_______________

Planning Resources
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Case No:

Witness:

Exhibit:

Page:

Case No:

Utility:

Date:

Exhibit 4:

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e )

Line Demand Response Program Name Demand Response Program (MW) Credit Transmission Losses and PRM UCAP(MW) Total MW per Program Name

1 PY 2018-UCAP

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Total Demand Response - Capacity Resources PY 2017-2018 (MW)

PY 2019-UCAP

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Total Demand Response - Capacity Resources PY 2018-2019 (MW)

PY 2020-UCAP

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Total Demand Response - Capacity Resources PY 2019-2020 (MW)

PY 2021-UCAP

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

Total Demand Response - Capacity Resources PY 2020-2021 (MW)

* Expand each planning year section as necessary to accommodate all DR programs that are used as capacity resources.

_______________

_______________

_______________

DR Program Resources

Demand Response  - Capacity Resources 

U-18444

R. Doherty

S-25

13 of 15

U-18444 8-1-18 Memo from Doherty to MPSC

611a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



Case No:

Witness:

Exhibit:

Page:

Case No:

Utility:

Date:

Exhibit 5:

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e ) ( f ) ( g ) ( h ) ( i ) ( j ) ( k ) ( l ) ( m ) ( n )

Fuel or Specify: Located in If outside of MI, Contracted P.A. 295

Line Electric Generation Unit Name Renewable Type LRZ 2, LRZ 7, I&M, Other Michigan (Y/N) Trans Service (Y/N) Resource (Y/N) 2018 2019 2020 2021 2018 2019 2020 2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46
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If this opinion indicates that it is “FOR PUBLICATION,” it is subject to 
revision until final publication in the Michigan Appeals Reports. 

-1-

S T A T E  O F  M I C H I G A N

C O U R T  O F  A P P E A L S  

In re IMPLEMENTING SECTION 6W OF 2016 
PA 341 FOR CLOVERLAND ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE. 

CLOVERLAND ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 

Appellant, 

FOR PUBLICATION 
July 23, 2019 
9:05 a.m. 

v No. 342552 
MPSC 

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION, LC No. 00-018258 

Appellee. 

Before:  O’BRIEN, P.J., and FORT HOOD and CAMERON, JJ. 

CAMERON, J. 

Appellant, Cloverland Electric Cooperative (Cloverland), is a member-regulated electric 
cooperative, which generates and delivers electricity to five counties in Michigan’s Upper 
Peninsula.  In 2016, the Michigan Legislature passed Public Act 341 to ensure that alternative 
electric suppliers (AES)1 demonstrate that they are able to generate enough electricity to meet 
their capacity obligations.  If an AES cannot meet its obligations, then the electric utility, such as 
Cloverland, must provide the AES’s customers with electric capacity, and in return, implement a 
State Reliability Mechanism (SRM) charge, which must be paid by the AES’s customers.  After 
a hearing was held, the Public Service Commission (the PSC or the commission) issued an 
opinion and order on November 30, 2017, requiring Cloverland to also implement an SRM 
charge on Cloverland’s full-service member-customers pursuant to the newly enacted law.  On 

1 An AES is defined as: “[A] person selling electric generation service to retail customers in this 
state.  Alternative electric supplier does not include a person who physically delivers electricity 
directly to retail customers in this state.  An alternative electric supplier is not a public utility.” 
MCL 460.10g(a). 
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appeal, Cloverland challenges the PSC’s decision to require the implementation of the SRM 
charge.  We affirm.  

I. BACKGROUND

As explained by Cloverland’s chief financial officer, Robert J. Malaski, Cloverland is a 
member-regulated electric cooperative that generates, distributes, and sells electric energy to its 

member-customers in the counties of Chippewa, Delta, Luce, Mackinac and 
Schoolcraft in Michigan’s Upper Peninsula, including the cities of Sault Ste. 
Marie, St. Ignace, Mackinac Island and Manistique.  Cloverland has 
approximately 42,000 member-customers, consisting of residential, farm 
residential, seasonal, commercial, outdoor lighting and large power accounts. 

Malaski testified that “Cloverland has a single member, UP Paper, LLC, (‘UP Paper’) which 
purchases a portion of its electric energy from an AES.  Cloverland also serves UP Paper for the 
remainder of its electric energy needs under the terms of a special contract.” 

This case is about the legal requirements for ensuring the reliability of the electric grid in 
Michigan.  In order for a summary of the proceedings in this case to make sense, it is necessary 
to quote pertinent language from the governing statute, MCL 460.6w, which was added by 2016 
PA 341 (Act 341), effective April 20, 2017, and to explain a recent opinion of this Court, In re 
Reliability Plans of Electric Utilities for 2017-2021, 325 Mich App 207; 926 NW2d 584 (2018). 

“At the end of 2016, our Legislature enacted new electric utility legislation that included 
Act 341.  That act added, among other statutory sections, MCL 460.6w.”  In re Reliability Plans, 
325 Mich App at 210-211. 

By way of background, Michigan’s Legislature previously enacted what 
was known as the Customer Choice and Electricity Reliability Act, MCL 460.10 
et seq., as enacted by 2000 PA 141 and 2000 PA 142, to further the deregulation 
of the electric utility industry.  That act permitted customers to buy electricity 
from alternative electric suppliers instead of limiting customers to purchasing 
electricity from incumbent utilities . . . .  Among the purposes of the act, as 
amended by Act 341, is the promotion of “financially healthy and competitive 
utilities in this state.”  MCL 460.10(b).  [In re Reliability Plans, 325 Mich App at 
211 (quotation marks and citation omitted).] 

As additional background information, it is noted that 

the Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO) is the regional 
transmission organization responsible for managing the transmission of electric 
power in a large geographic area that spans portions of Michigan and 14 other 
states.  To accomplish this, MISO combines the transmission facilities of several 
transmission owners into a single transmission system.  In addition to the 
transmission of electricity, MISO’s functions include capacity resource planning. 
MISO has established ten local resource zones; most of Michigan’s lower 
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peninsula is located in MISO’s Local Resource Zone 7, while the upper peninsula 
is located in MISO’s Local Resource Zone 2.  [Id.] 

Further, MISO “serves as a mechanism for suppliers to buy and sell electricity capacity through 
an auction.  This allows for the exchange of capacity resources across energy providers and 
resource zones.”  Id. at 212. 

“At the end of 2016, our Legislature enacted Act 341, in part adding MCL 460.6w, which 
imposes resource adequacy requirements on electric service providers in Michigan and imposes 
certain responsibilities on the [PSC].”  In re Reliability Plans, 325 Mich App at 213.  MCL 
460.6w(2) provides, in relevant part, “If, by September 30, 2017, the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission [(FERC)] does not put into effect a resource adequacy tariff that includes a capacity 
forward auction[2] or a prevailing state compensation mechanism, then the commission shall 
establish [an SRM] under subsection (8).”  It is undisputed here that the FERC did not 
implement a resource adequacy tariff that included a capacity forward auction or a prevailing 
state compensation mechanism by September 30, 2017.  Thus, the PSC was required to establish 
an SRM under MCL 460.6w(8).  See MCL 460.6w(2); In re Reliability Plans, 325 Mich App at 
213 (“The parties agree that because the [FERC] did not put into effect the MISO-proposed 
tariff, the [PSC] is required by [MCL 460.6w(2)] to establish [an SRM].”).  An SRM “means a 
plan adopted by the commission in the absence of a prevailing state compensation mechanism to 
ensure reliability of the electric grid in this state consistent with subsection (8).”  MCL 
460.6w(12)(h). 

When an AES fails to demonstrate that it has sufficient capacity to meet its capacity 
obligations, the electric utility must provide the AES’s customer with electric capacity, and in 
return, an SRM charge must be paid.3  In particular, MCL 460.6w(6) provides: 

A capacity charge shall not be assessed for any portion of capacity 
obligations for each planning year for which an alternative electric supplier can 
demonstrate that it can meet its capacity obligations through owned or contractual 
rights to any resource that the appropriate independent system operator allows to 
meet the capacity obligation of the electric provider.  The preceding sentence 
shall not be applied in any way that conflicts with a federal resource adequacy 
tariff, when applicable.  Any electric provider that has previously demonstrated 
that it can meet all or a portion of its capacity obligations shall give notice to the 
commission by September 1 of the year 4 years before the beginning of the 
applicable planning year if it does not expect to meet that capacity obligation and 
instead expects to pay a capacity charge.  The capacity charge in the utility 

2 “ ‘Capacity forward auction’ means an auction-based resource adequacy construct and the 
associated tariffs developed by the appropriate independent system operator for at least a portion 
of this state for 3 years forward or more.”  MCL 460.6w(12)(b). 
3  The SRM charge is sometimes referred to in this case as a state reliability charge, or simply a 
capacity charge. 
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service territory must be paid for the portion of its load taking service from the 
alternative electric supplier not covered by capacity as set forth in this subsection 
during the period that any such capacity charge is effective. 

MCL 460.6w(7) states: 

An electric provider shall provide capacity to meet the capacity obligation 
for the portion of that load taking service from an alternative electric supplier in 
the electric provider’s service territory that is covered by the capacity charge 
during the period that any such capacity charge is effective.  The alternative 
electric supplier has the obligation to provide capacity for the portion of the load 
for which the alternative electric supplier has demonstrated an ability to meet its 
capacity obligations.  If an alternative electric supplier ceases to provide service 
for a portion or all of its load, it shall allow, at a cost no higher than the 
determined capacity charge, the assignment of any right to that capacity in the 
applicable planning year to whatever electric provider accepts that load. 

MCL 460.6w(8) states, in relevant part: 

If a state reliability mechanism is required to be established under 
subsection (2), the commission shall do all of the following: 

(a) Require, by December 1 of each year, that each electric utility
demonstrate to the commission, in a format determined by the commission, that 
for the planning year beginning 4 years after the beginning of the current planning 
year, the electric utility owns or has contractual rights to sufficient capacity to 
meet its capacity obligations as set by the appropriate independent system 
operator, or commission, as applicable. 

(b) Require, by the seventh business day of February each year, that each
alternative electric supplier, cooperative electric utility, or municipally owned 
electric utility demonstrate to the commission, in a format determined by the 
commission, that for the planning year beginning 4 years after the beginning of 
the current planning year, the alternative electric supplier, cooperative electric 
utility, or municipally owned electric utility owns or has contractual rights to 
sufficient capacity to meet its capacity obligations as set by the appropriate 
independent system operator, or commission, as applicable. . . . By the seventh 
business day of February in 2018, an alternative electric supplier shall 
demonstrate to the commission, in a format determined by the commission, that 
for the planning year beginning June 1, 2018, and the subsequent 3 planning 
years, the alternative electric supplier owns or has contractual rights to sufficient 
capacity to meet its capacity obligations as set by the appropriate independent 
system operator, or commission, as applicable.  If the commission finds an 
electric provider has failed to demonstrate it can meet a portion or all of its 
capacity obligation, the commission shall do all of the following: 
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(i) For alternative electric load, require the payment of a capacity charge
that is determined, assessed, and applied in the same manner as under subsection 
(3) for that portion of the load not covered as set forth in subsections (6) and (7).
If a capacity charge is required to be paid under this subdivision in the planning
year beginning June 1, 2018 or any of the 3 subsequent planning years, the
capacity charge is applicable for each of those planning years. . . .

In short, an SRM charge is required to be paid when an AES fails to make the required capacity 
demonstration.   

MCL 460.6w(3) requires an SRM charge to be determined in a contested case 
proceeding.  Further, MCL 460.6w(3) sets forth a formula for determining an SRM charge as 
follows: 

In order to ensure that noncapacity electric generation services are not included in 
the capacity charge, in determining the capacity charge, the commission shall do 
both of the following and ensure that the resulting capacity charge does not differ 
for full service load and alternative electric supplier load: 

(a) For the applicable term of the capacity charge, include the capacity-
related generation costs included in the utility’s base rates, surcharges, and power 
supply cost recovery factors, regardless of whether those costs result from utility 
ownership of the capacity resources or the purchase or lease of the capacity 
resource from a third party. 

(b) For the applicable term of the capacity charge, subtract all non-
capacity-related electric generation costs, including, but not limited to, costs 
previously set for recovery through net stranded cost recovery and securitization 
and the projected revenues, net of projected fuel costs, from all of the following: 

(i) All energy market sales.

(ii) Off-system energy sales.

(iii) Ancillary services sales.

(iv) Energy sales under unit-specific bilateral contracts.  [Emphasis
added.] 

In July 2017, Cloverland filed what it called an “application” in the PSC.  Cloverland 
argued, in relevant part: 

The SRM [charge] should be designed to compensate Cloverland for the capacity 
obligation it undertakes to meet the retail choice customer capacity needs that are 
not proven to be satisfied by the serving AES.  In Cloverland’s case, the cost of 
capacity can be determined based on the costs reflected in Cloverland’s wholesale 
power supply agreement with Wisconsin Electric Power Company (“WEPCO”), 
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and are intended to be revenue neutral based upon the assumption that no electric 
choice load will take capacity service from Cloverland.   

In support of its claim, Cloverland attached the written testimony of Malaski, “which describes 
how Cloverland’s proposed SRM charge meets the requirements of Act 341 in a reasonable and 
prudent manner, how a capacity charge under that mechanism should be calculated, and other 
related matters.”  Malaski testified that Cloverland was not proposing to impose an SRM charge 
on its members-customers, as distinguished from UP Paper, the customer of the AES. 

In August 2017, the PSC Staff (the Staff) filed the written testimony of Nicholas M. 
Revere, who is employed by the PSC as “the Manager of the Rates and Tariff Section of the 
Regulated Energy Division.”  Revere stated that Cloverland’s proposal to use the WEPCO 
capacity charges as a proxy did not satisfy “the requirements of the law, as it does not include all 
capacity-related costs included in [Cloverland’s] rates.”  The Staff had gone “through the costs in 
the Cost of Service Study (COSS) and identified those that are capacity-related.”  Revere stated 
that the Staff disagreed with Cloverland’s proposal to not require its members-customers, also 
sometimes referred to as full-service customers or bundled customers, to pay the SRM charge; 
that is, the Staff did not approve Cloverland’s suggestion to limit the SRM charge to customers 
of an AES, which customers are also sometimes referred to as Retail Open Access (ROA) 
customers. 

After entertaining the parties’ arguments through briefing, the PSC issued a 50-page 
opinion and order providing, in relevant part, that Cloverland “shall implement a state reliability 
mechanism capacity charge of $228,891 per megawatt-year, or $627 per megawatt-day, for full-
service customers, using the Commission Staff’s rate design[.]”  Also, if an AES “fails to make a 
satisfactory demonstration regarding its forward capacity obligations pursuant to MCL 
460.6w(8), the resulting state reliability mechanism capacity charge shall be levied by 
Cloverland . . . on the retail open access customers of that [AES] on a pro rata basis.” 

After filing an appeal in this Court, Cloverland filed in the PSC a motion for a stay of 
enforcement of the portion of the PSC’s November 2017 opinion and order.  The Staff filed a 
response to Cloverland’s motion for a stay and agreed to a limited stay to avoid the unintended 
consequences of application of the November 2017 opinion and order.  The Staff acknowledged 
that Cloverland’s COSS was out of date and did not reflect the actual cost to serve current 
customers.  Thus, the Staff did not dispute that implementation of the November 2017 opinion 
and order would cause some customers to be charged for capacity on the basis of outdated 
information.  In the Staff’s view, the stay should expire when the PSC issues an order in 
Cloverland’s pending annual SRM update case, PSC Case No. U-20144.  Also, the stay should 
be conditioned on Cloverland’s agreement to revise its application in PSC Case No. U-20144 to 
propose a method of recalculating SRM charges using one or more of certain methodologies 
suggested by the Staff.  In May 2018, the PSC entered an order approving Cloverland’s motion 
for a stay of enforcement of the November 2017 opinion and order, subject to conditions. 

In September 2018, Cloverland filed in the PSC a copy of a written settlement agreement 
reached between Cloverland and the Staff regarding the stay in this case and regarding 
Cloverland’s pending annual SRM update case, PSC Case No. U-20144.  The settlement 
agreement noted that the Staff had proposed an SRM rate schedule that avoided the negative 
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effect on Cloverland’s members-customers and that used one of the possible methodologies set 
forth in the PSC’s May 2018 stay order.  Cloverland and the Staff agreed that Cloverland would 
voluntarily implement the SRM charges proposed by the Staff for service rendered on and after 
June 1, 2019.  Cloverland was “to offset the SRM charges by identical reductions to its base rates 
to its full-service members/customers effective at the point in time the SRM charges become 
effective to make the SRM charges revenue neutral to its members/customers.”  The parties 
reserved the right to take different positions in future rate proceedings.  The parties further 
agreed that the stay of the November 2017 opinion and order should be “extended and continued 
for service rendered through May 31, 2019.”  The settlement agreement provided that Cloverland 
would continue to pursue the instant appeal and that the settlement agreement did not constitute 
an admission or waiver regarding any of the parties’ respective positions in this appeal.  It was 
agreed that this Court’s decision in this appeal would not affect the terms of the settlement 
agreement. 

On appeal, Cloverland sets forth three arguments: (1) MCL 460.6w does not confer 
jurisdiction on the PSC to set SRM charges for full-service retail members-customers of an 
electric cooperative that is member-regulated, (2) the SRM charge was nonetheless unlawful 
because the sole customer taking from an AES is not paying an SRM charge, and therefore, a 
full-service customer cannot be subject to an SRM charge, and (3) the PSC acted unreasonably 
and unlawfully in setting SRM charges for Cloverland based on outdated cost studies and which 
ignored it existing rate design.  We consider each argument in order. 

II. STANDARD OF REVIEW

This Court has explained: 

The standard of review for PSC orders is narrow and well defined. 
Pursuant to MCL 462.25, all rates, fares, charges, classification and joint rates, 
regulations, practices, and services prescribed by the PSC are presumed, prima 
facie, to be lawful and reasonable.  Mich Consol Gas Co v Pub Serv Comm, 389 
Mich 624, 635-636; 209 NW2d 210 (1973).  A party aggrieved by an order of the 
PSC has the burden of proving by clear and satisfactory evidence that the order is 
unlawful or unreasonable.  MCL 462.26(8).  To establish that a PSC order is 
unlawful, the appellant must show that the PSC failed to follow a mandatory 
statute or abused its discretion in the exercise of its judgment.  In re MCI Telecom 
Complaint, 460 Mich 396, 427; 596 NW2d 164 (1999).  An order is unreasonable 
if it is not supported by the evidence.  Associated Truck Lines, Inc v Pub Serv 
Comm, 377 Mich 259, 279; 140 NW2d 515 (1966).  [In re Application of 
Consumers Energy to Increase Electric Rates (On Remand), 316 Mich App 231, 
236-237; 891 NW2d 871 (2016).]

Further, “[a] final order of the PSC must be authorized by law and be supported by competent, 
material, and substantial evidence on the whole record.”  Id. at 237, citing Const 1963, art 6, 
§ 28, and Attorney General v Pub Serv Comm, 165 Mich App 230, 235; 418 NW2d 660 (1987).
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This Court affords due deference to the administrative expertise of the PSC and may not 
substitute its judgment for that of the PSC.  Consumers Energy, 316 Mich App at 237, citing 
Attorney General v Pub Serv Comm No 2, 237 Mich App 82, 88; 602 NW2d 225 (1999).   

We give respectful consideration to the PSC’s construction of a statute that the 
PSC is empowered to execute, and this Court will not overrule that construction 
absent cogent reasons.  In re Complaint of Rovas Against SBC Mich, 482 Mich 
90, 103, 108; 754 NW2d 259 (2008).  If the language of a statute is vague or 
obscure, the PSC’s construction serves as an aid in determining the legislative 
intent and will be given weight if it does not conflict with the language of the 
statute or the purpose of the Legislature.  Id. at 103-104.  However, the 
construction given to a statute by the PSC is not binding on us.  Id. at 103. 
Whether the PSC exceeded the scope of its authority is a question of law that is 
reviewed de novo.  In re Complaint of Pelland Against Ameritech Mich, 254 Mich 
App 675, 682; 658 NW2d 849 (2003).  [Consumers Energy, 316 Mich App at 
237.] 

This Court has further explained: 

Ultimately, the statutory language itself is controlling, and this Court will neither 
abandon nor delegate its responsibility to determine legislative intent.  Moreover, 
we review de novo issues of statutory interpretation, including the [PSC’s] 
determinations regarding the scope of its own authority.  In sum, when 
considering the construction given to a statute by an agency, our ultimate concern 
is the proper construction of the plain language of the statute regardless of the 
agency’s interpretation, and our primary obligation is to discern and give effect to 
the Legislature’s intent.  [In re Reliability Plans, 325 Mich App at 221 (citations 
omitted).] 

III. ANALYSIS

A. AUTHORITY UNDER MCL 460.6W TO SET SRM CHARGES

Cloverland first argues that MCL 460.6w does not confer jurisdiction on the PSC to set 
SRM charges for full-service retail members-customers of an electric cooperative that is 
member-regulated.  We conclude that the PSC correctly determined that it possesses authority 
under MCL 460.6w to set SRM charges for full-service members-customers of a member-
regulated electric cooperative such as Cloverland. 

“The [PSC] has no common-law powers and possesses only the authority granted to it by 
the Legislature.”  In re Reliability Plans, 325 Mich App at 222.  Further, this Court “strictly 
construe[s] the statutes that confer power on the [PSC], and that power must be conferred by 
clear and unmistakable language.”  Id. (quotation marks and citation omitted).  Hence, “powers 
specifically conferred on an agency cannot be extended by inference; no other or greater power 
was given than that specified.”  Id. (quotation marks, ellipsis, and citation omitted). 
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The language of a statute provides the most reliable evidence of the Legislature’s intent. 
Coldwater v Consumers Energy Co, 500 Mich 158, 167; 895 NW2d 154 (2017).  “If the 
language of the statute is unambiguous, the Legislature must have intended the meaning clearly 
expressed, and the statute must be enforced as written.  No further judicial construction is 
required or permitted.”  Id., quoting Sun Valley Foods Co v Ward, 460 Mich 230, 236; 596 
NW2d 119 (1999).  Statutory language is accorded its ordinary meaning within the context in 
which it is used and must be read harmoniously to give effect to the statute as a whole.  Johnson 
v Recca, 492 Mich 169, 177; 821 NW2d 520 (2012).  “Courts must give effect to every word, 
phrase, and clause in a statute and avoid an interpretation that would render any part of the 
statute surplusage or nugatory.”  Coldwater, 500 Mich at 167-168, quoting State Farm Fire & 
Cas Co v Old Republic Ins Co, 466 Mich 142, 146; 644 NW2d 715 (2002). 

Statutes that relate to the same subject matter or share a common purpose are in 
pari materia and must be read together as one law to effectuate the legislative 
purpose as found in harmonious statutes.  If two statutes lend themselves to a 
construction that avoids conflict, that construction should control.  When two 
statutes are in pari materia but conflict with one another on a particular issue, the 
more specific statute must control over the more general statute.  The rules of 
statutory construction also provide that a more recently enacted law has 
precedence over the older statute.  This rule is particularly persuasive when one 
statute is both the more specific and the more recent.  [Parise v Detroit 
Entertainment, LLC, 295 Mich App 25, 27-28; 811 NW2d 98 (2011) (quotation 
marks, ellipsis, brackets, and citations omitted).] 

Under Act 167, which was enacted in 2008, a member-regulated electric cooperative has 
a general authority to set its own rates.  See MCL 460.36(1) (“A cooperative electing to be 
member-regulated under this act shall, by board action, establish, maintain, and apply all rates, 
charges, accounting standards, billing practices, and terms and conditions of service in 
accordance with this act.”); MCL 460.33 (“The purpose of this act is to allow the board of 
directors to elect member-regulation for rates, charges, accounting standards, billing practices, 
and terms and conditions of service.”).  But this general authority to self-govern is not absolute. 
For example, the PSC retains authority under Act 167 to set a member-regulated cooperative’s 
rates for customers who choose to obtain service from an AES.  See MCL 460.36(2).4 

4 In particular, MCL 460.36(2) provides: 

Notwithstanding the provisions of this act, the commission shall retain 
jurisdiction and control over all member-regulated cooperatives for matters 
involving safety, interconnection, code of conduct including, but not limited to, 
all relationships between a member-regulated cooperative and an affiliated 
alternative electric supplier, customer choice including, but not limited to, the 
ability of customers to elect service from an alternative electric supplier under 
1939 PA 3, MCL 460.1 to 460.10cc, and the member-regulated cooperative’s 
rates, terms, and conditions of service for customers electing service from an 
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Act 341, which was enacted in 2016, added MCL 460.6w, which sets forth an additional 
exception to a member-regulated electric cooperative’s authority to self-govern.  MCL 460.6w 
applies to electric providers.  This statute expressly defines “[e]lectric provider” to include “[a] 
cooperative electric utility in this state.”  MCL 460.6w(12)(c)(iii).  MCL 460.6w(3), which 
prescribes a specific formula for the PSC to use in establishing an SRM charge, states that the 
PSC shall “ensure that the resulting capacity charge does not differ for full service load and 
alternative electric supplier load[.]”  This statutory language clearly and unmistakably authorizes 
the PSC to set an SRM charge with respect to member-regulated electric cooperatives, both for 
“full service load,” i.e., for full-service members-customers, as well as for “alternative electric 
supplier load,” i.e., for choice or ROA customers of an AES.  Any other interpretation would 
render nugatory the statutory language requiring the PSC to use a specific formula and to “ensure 
that the resulting capacity charge does not differ for full service load and alternative electric 
supplier load[.]”  MCL 460.6w(3).5  Act 341, which was enacted in 2016, is more recent than 
Act 167, which was enacted in 2008.  MCL 460.6w(3) is also a more specific provision because 
it addresses a specific component of rates, i.e., a capacity charge, whereas Act 167 addresses the 
general authority of member-regulated cooperatives to set rates.  Hence, a member-regulated 
cooperative’s general authority to set its own rates under Act 167 is subject to the exception set 
forth in MCL 460.6w(3) regarding the PSC’s authority to set a capacity charge.  Therefore, 

alternative electric supplier, service area, distribution performance standards, and 
quality of service, including interpretation of applicable commission rules and 
resolution of complaints and disputes, except any penalties pertaining to 
performance standards and quality of service shall be established by the 
cooperative’s members when voting on the proposition for member-regulation or 
at an annual meeting of the cooperative. 

5 Cloverland says that the PSC “can assure that capacity costs are the same for full-service 
customers as for alternative energy customers by determining how those costs are recovered in 
[Cloverland’s] current rates without altering those rates.”  But that argument makes no sense 
because MCL 460.6w(3) prescribes a specific formula to use in determining the SRM charge and 
requires the PSC to ensure that the SRM charge does not differ for full-service and AES 
customers.  In order to follow the statutory requirements, the PSC necessarily must have the 
authority to set the SRM charge for both types of customers.  Also, as the PSC convincingly 
explains in its brief in connection with the third issue, Cloverland’s 

rates do not break out the amounts included for various capacity costs so it is 
impossible to know what full-service customers are actually paying for capacity 
under Cloverland’s current rates.  The fact that Cloverland’s current rates cover 
all of its costs, including capacity costs, is not sufficient evidence to allow the 
[PSC] to ensure that the capacity charges paid by full-service customers are the 
same as the capacity charge set by the methodology mandated in Act 341.  MCL 
460.6w(3).  The [PSC] did not err in requiring that Cloverland state the capacity 
charge in its full-service tariff so that the [PSC] can compare and ensure that full-
service and ROA load pay the same amount for capacity.   
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Cloverland’s argument is without merit, and the PSC had the authority to the set the SRM 
charge. 

B. SUBJECTING FULL-SERVICE CUSTOMERS TO AN SRM CHARGE

Cloverland also argues that the SRM charge was nonetheless unlawful because the sole 
customer taking from an AES—UP Paper—is not paying an SRM charge, and therefore, 
Cloverland, as a full-service customer, cannot be subject to an SRM charge.  We conclude that 
the PSC correctly determined that it was required to impose the SRM charge on full-service 
customers regardless of whether the AES serving UP Paper makes the required capacity 
demonstration. 

MCL 460.6w(3) states, in relevant part, “After the effective date of [Act 341], the 
commission shall establish a capacity charge as provided in this section.”  This determination 
must be conducted annually.  See MCL 460.6w(3) (requiring a determination of an SRM charge 
to be conducted as a contested case and concluded “by December 1 of each year[]”).  The PSC is 
required to “provide notice to the public of the single capacity charge as determined for each 
territory.”  MCL 460.6w(3).  Further, “[t]he capacity charge must be applied to alternative 
electric load that is not exempt as set forth under subsection (6) and (7).”  MCL 460.6w(3).  In 
short, MCL 460.6w(3) requires the PSC to impose an SRM charge each year.  There is no 
triggering mechanism that must be met before an SRM charge is imposed on full-service 
customers.  Although an AES customer is exempt from paying the charge if the AES serving that 
customer has made the required capacity demonstration, see MCL 460.6w(3) and (6), there is no 
statutory language indicating that the exemption applies to full-service customers.  The language 
of MCL 460.6w(3) directing the PSC to ensure that the “capacity charge does not differ for full 
service load and alternative electric supplier load[]” requires the charge to be the same for full-
service customers and ROA customers, but this does not mean that a statutory exemption for 
customers of an AES must somehow be extended to full-service customers.  Requiring a charge 
to be the same does not equate with expanding a statutory exemption.  The PSC thus properly 
determined that Cloverland’s full-service customers are required to pay the SRM charge 
regardless of whether the AES serving UP Paper met its capacity demonstration. 

C. SETTING SRM CHARGES

Finally, Cloverland argues that the PSC acted unreasonably and unlawfully in setting 
SRM charges for Cloverland based on outdated cost studies and ignoring its existing rate design. 
We conclude that this issue is moot, and in any event, the PSC did not act unreasonably or 
unlawfully in setting the SRM charge. 

“This Court does not decide moot issues.  A matter is moot if this Court’s ruling cannot 
for any reason have a practical legal effect on the existing controversy.”  Garrett, 314 Mich App 
at 450 (quotation marks and citations omitted).  Also, “[a]n issue becomes moot when a 
subsequent event renders it impossible for the appellate court to fashion a remedy.”  Id. 
(quotation marks and citation omitted).  Here, the PSC’s stay orders and the parties’ settlement 
agreement have made it impossible for this Court to grant any relief on this issue.  The PSC 
entered an initial stay order in May 2018, and subsequently extended the stay to May 31, 2019, 
after the parties settled the annual SRM update case regarding the SRM charge for service 
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rendered on and after June 1, 2019.  As a result, no customer of Cloverland, whether full-service 
or ROA, will ever pay the particular charge ordered in the November 2017 opinion and order 
from which the present appeal arises.  Because the issue is moot, this Court does not reach it. 
This case does not fall within the exception to the mootness doctrine for issues that are capable 
of repetition while evading review.  See City of Warren v Detroit, 261 Mich App 165, 166 n 1; 
680 NW2d 57 (2004) (“We will only review a moot issue if the issue is publicly significant and 
is likely to recur, yet also is likely to evade review.”).  The issue here is moot because of the stay 
orders and the parties’ settlement; there is no indication that such events will recur and cause the 
issue to evade review. 

Even if the issue was not moot, Cloverland has not established that the PSC acted 
unreasonably or unlawfully in setting the SRM charge set forth in the November 2017 opinion 
and order.  Cloverland asserts that the 2015 COSS upon which the PSC relied was out of date, 
but the COSS was submitted by Cloverland itself, and there was not sufficient updated evidence 
upon which the PSC could rely in making its statutorily required calculations.  Cloverland also 
says that capacity costs were already embedded in Cloverland’s existing rates, but as noted in the 
first issue, the PSC was required by MCL 460.6w(3) to use a specific formula and to ensure that 
the SRM charge does not differ for full-service customers and AES customers.  There is no 
indication that Cloverland broke down the capacity costs purportedly embedded in its existing 
rates with sufficient clarity such that the PSC could carry out its statutory duty without setting a 
separate SRM charge.  Further, as noted by the PSC, Cloverland was free to alter its existing 
rates to remove any embedded capacity costs after the PSC imposed the SRM charge. 

Affirmed. 

/s/ Thomas C. Cameron 
/s/ Colleen A. O’Brien  
/s/ Karen M. Fort Hood  
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U-18197-0097 07/26/17
Chris
Afendoulis

Michigan House
of
Representatives

Comments Comments 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVRgAAO

U-18197-0096 07/19/17
Timothy J.
Lundgren

Energy
Michigan Inc.

Comments Energy Michigan's Position Statement 27

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVJxAAO
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U-18197-0095 07/17/17 Kelly M. Hall
Consumers
Energy
Company

Comments
Consumers Energy Company's Position
Summary - State Reliability Mechanism
and Proof of Service

29

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVNaAAO

U-18197-0094 07/17/17
Richard P.
Middleton

DTE Energy
Company

Comments
DTE Electric Company Capacity
Demonstration position summary

10

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVRWAA4

U-18197-0093 07/17/17
Richard J.
Aaron

Wolverine
Power Supply
Cooperative
Inc.

Comments
Wolverine Power Supply Cooperative,
Inc.'s Comments

9

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOdAAO

U-18197-0092 07/17/17
Richard J.
Aaron

Indiana
Michigan Power
Company

Comments
Indiana Michigan Power Company
Comments

6

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVRMAA4

U-18197-0091 07/17/17
Michael J.
Pattwell

Association of
Businesses
Advocating
Tariff Equity
(ABATE)

Comments ABATE's Position Statement 12

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOZAA4

U-18197-0090 07/17/17
Amy
Monopoli

ITC Holdings
Corp

Comments
Comments of International Transmission
Company and Michigan Electric
Transmission Company, LLC

4

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVNfAAO

U-18197-0089 06/27/17
Lauren D.
Donofrio

MPSC Staff Letter
Letter in regards to the June 29th & 30th
SRM Capacity Demonstration technical
conferences

1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVR7AAO

U-18197-0088 06/27/17
Jennifer M.
Brooks

MPSC Staff Memorandum
Staff comments and observations on
filings under U-18197

9

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVR2AAO

U-18197-0087 06/15/17 MPSC

Michigan Public
Service
Commission
(MPSC)

Press
Release

3

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVQsAAO
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U-18197-0086 06/15/17 MPSC
Michigan Public
Service
Commission
(MPSC)

Order
Provides clarifications regarding the
threshold questions set out in the May
11, 2017 order in Case Nos. U-18197 et
al.

31

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVEdAAO

U-18197-0085 06/12/17
Richard J.
Aaron

Ontonagon
County Rural
Electrification
Association

Report Self Assessment 3

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVQnAAO

U-18197-0084 06/06/17
Nolan J.
Moody

Michigan
Municipal
Electric
Association

Proof of
Service

Proof of Service for MMEA's Reply
Comments

3

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVMjAAO

U-18197-0083 06/05/17
Richard P.
Middleton

DTE Energy
Company

Comments DTE Electric Company Reply Comments 5

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVQiAAO

U-18197-0082 06/05/17
Nolan J.
Moody

Michigan
Municipal
Electric
Association

Comments
MMEA's Reply Comments to Threshold
Questions Posed in May 11, 2017,
Opinion and Order

5

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVQdAAO

U-18197-0081 06/05/17 Kelly M. Hall
Consumers
Energy
Company

Comments
Consumers Energy Company's Reply
Comments

18

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVO9AAO

U-18197-0080 06/05/17
Michael J.
Pattwell

Association of
Businesses
Advocating
Tariff Equity
(ABATE)

Comments

ABATE's Reply Comments on the
Threshold Issues Regarding State
Reliability Mechanism Capacity
Demonstration

11

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVP7AAO

U-18197-0079 06/05/17
Lauren D.
Donofrio

MPSC Staff Letter
Letter in regards to Implementation of
Section 6w of 2016 PA 341

1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVQYAA4

U-18197-0078 06/05/17
Timothy J.
Lundgren

Energy
Michigan Inc.

Comments Reply Comments 9

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOsAAO
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U-18197-0077 06/05/17
Jennifer U.
Heston

Constellation
NewEnergy Inc.

Comments
Reply Comments of Constellation
NewEnergy Inc.

15

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVQTAA4

U-18197-0076 06/05/17
Michael
Heise

Cloverland
Electric
Cooperative

Comments Comments 2

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVQOAA4

U-18197-0075 06/01/17
Michael E.
Moody

Department of
Attorney
General

Appearance AG Special Litigation Unit Appearance 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVQKAA4

U-18197-0074 05/26/17
James A.
Ault

Michigan
Electric and
Gas Association

Comments
MEGA's Responses to Questions of
Commission

3

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVNQAA4

U-18197-0073 05/26/17
Don L.
Keskey

Residential
Customer
Group

Comments
Initial Comments of the Residential
Customer Group

10

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOYAA4

U-18197-0072 05/26/17 Kelly M. Hall
Consumers
Energy
Company

Comments
Consumers Energy Company's
Comments

19

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVQJAA4

U-18197-0071 05/26/17
Timothy J.
Lundgren

Energy
Michigan Inc.

Comments
Initial Comments of Energy Michigan,
Inc.

17

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVQEAA4

U-18197-0070 05/26/17
Laura A.
Chappelle

Energy
Michigan Inc.

Appearance Appearance of Laura A. Chappelle 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVAZAA4

U-18197-0069 05/26/17
Timothy J.
Lundgren

Energy
Michigan Inc.

Appearance Appearance of Timothy A. Lundgren 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVP2AAO

U-18197-0068 05/26/17
Lauren D.
Donofrio

MPSC Staff Comments Comments 11

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVQ9AAO

Association of
Businesses ABATEs Comments on the Threshold
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U-18197-0067 05/26/17 Michael J.
Pattwell

Advocating
Tariff Equity
(ABATE)

Comments Issues Regarding State Reliability
Mechanism Capacity Demonstration

10

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVQ4AAO

U-18197-0066 05/26/17
Jennifer U.
Heston

Constellation
NewEnergy Inc.

Comments
Comments of Constellation NewEnergy
Inc.

16

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVPzAAO

U-18197-0065 05/26/17
Tom
Hanrahan

WPPI Energy Comments Comments of WPPI Energy 3

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVPuAAO

U-18197-0064 05/26/17
Richard P.
Middleton

DTE Energy
Company

Comments DTE Energy Company Comments 4

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVPpAAO

U-18197-0063 05/26/17
Richard J.
Aaron

Indiana
Michigan Power
Company

Comments
Comments of Indiana Michigan Power
Company

2

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVPkAAO

U-18197-0062 05/25/17
Jason T.
Hanselman

Wolverine
Power Supply
Cooperative
Inc.

Comments
Wolverine Power Supply Cooperative,
Inc's Comments

5

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVNvAAO

U-18197-0061 05/25/17
Jason T.
Hanselman

Wolverine
Power Supply
Cooperative
Inc.

Appearance Jason T. Hanselman's Appearance 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVMiAAO

U-18197-0060 05/25/17
Richard J.
Aaron

Cloverland
Electric
Cooperative

Comments Initial Stakeholder Comments 2

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVPfAAO

U-18197-0059 05/24/17
Lauren D.
Donofrio

MPSC Staff Appearance
Appearances (Lauren D. Donofrio, Bryan
A. Brandenburg, & Meredith R. Beidler)

5

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVPaAAO

U-18197-0058 05/23/17 Joel B. King
Department of
Attorney
General

Appearance Joel B. King Appearance 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVPVAA4
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U-18197-0057 05/19/17
John A.
Janiszewski

Department of
Attorney
General

Appearance Appearance of John A. Janiszewski 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UUyWAAW

U-18197-0056 05/16/17
Michael C.
Rampe

Wisconsin
Electric Power
Company

Response
Confidential Version of Supplemental
Response- FILED UNDER SEAL

0

Confidential File

U-18197-0055 05/16/17
Michael C.
Rampe

Wisconsin
Electric Power
Company

Response Supplemental Response 5

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVKSAA4

U-18197-0054 05/12/17
Christopher
M. Bzdok

Sierra Club Comments of Sierra Club 5

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVPQAA4

U-18197-0053 05/11/17 MPSC

Michigan Public
Service
Commission
(MPSC)

Press
Release

3

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVPMAA4

U-18197-0052 05/11/17 MPSC

Michigan Public
Service
Commission
(MPSC)

Order

Provides clarifications regarding the
scope and schedule of the technical
conferences in Case No. U-18197,
restricts consideration of certain issues in
other dockets, and indicates that the
Commission will issue a final order by
September 28, 2017

24

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVLZAA4

U-18197-0051 05/11/17 MPSC

Michigan Public
Service
Commission
(MPSC)

Order
Denies a motion to compel filed by
Consumers Energy Company

12

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVF9AAO

U-18197-0050 05/11/17
Kathryn M.
Erdmann

American
Transmission
Company

Comments
Comments by American Transmission
Company

10

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVPLAA4

U-18197-0049 05/11/17
Amy ITC Holdings

Comments

Comments of International Transmission
Company and Michigan Electric 6
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Monopoli Corp Transmission Company, LLC

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVKWAA4

U-18197-0048 05/10/17
Alexander
Rozenblat

Eligo Energy MI
LLC

Compliance Reporting Template 7

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UV5lAAG

U-18197-0047 05/10/17 Kelly M. Hall
Consumers
Energy
Company

Response
Consumers Energy Company's Reply to
Joint Responses of Alternative Energy
Suppliers and Proof of Service

13

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVPGAA4

U-18197-0046 05/09/17
Timothy J.
Lundgren

Direct Energy
Services LLC

Proof of
Service

POS for the Joint Response of Direct
Energy Services, LLC, Direct Energy
Business LLC, and Calpine Energy
Solutions in Opposition to Consumers
Energy Company's Motion to Compel

2

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVK4AAO

U-18197-0045 05/09/17
Michael G.
Oliva

FirstEnergy
Solutions Corp

Response
Appearance and Response of
FirstEnergy Solutions Corp. Opposing
Motion to Compel

6

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVKhAAO

U-18197-0044 05/09/17
Gary A.
Gensch Jr.

Consumers
Energy
Company

Appearance Appearance of Gary A. Gensch, Jr. 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVPBAA4

U-18197-0043 05/08/17
Timothy J.
Lundgren

Direct Energy
Services LLC

Response

Joint Response of Direct Energy
Services, LLC, Direct Energy Business
LLC, and Calpine Energy Solutions in
Opposition to Consumers Energy
Company's Motion to Compel

10

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVMYAA4

U-18197-0042 05/08/17
Laura A.
Chappelle

Direct Energy
Business LLC

Appearance Appearance of Laura Chappelle 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVCdAAO

U-18197-0041 05/08/17
Timothy J.
Lundgren

Direct Energy
Services LLC

Appearance Appearance of Timothy Lundgren 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVF8AAO

U-18197-0040 05/08/17
Jennifer U. Constellation

Response

Joint Response of Constellation
NewEnergy Inc. and Constellation
Energy Services Inc. in Opposition to 20
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Heston NewEnergy Inc. Consumers Energy Company's Motion to
Compel Production

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVEaAAO

U-18197-0039 05/02/17 MPSC

Michigan Public
Service
Commission
(MPSC)

Letter
Disclosure of documents has been
accomplished

1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVP6AAO

U-18197-0038 04/28/17 Kelly M. Hall
Consumers
Energy
Company

Motion
Consumers Energy Company's Motion to
Compel Production Pursuant to
Protective Order and Proof of Service

45

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVMXAA4

U-18197-0037 04/24/17
Timothy J.
Lundgren

Direct Energy
Services LLC

Report
Confidential Version of Electric Supply
Reliability Plan for Year 2017-2021-
FILED UNDER SEAL

0

Confidential File

U-18197-0036 04/24/17
Timothy J.
Lundgren

Direct Energy
Business LLC

Report
Confidential Version of Electric Supply
Reliability Plan for Year 2017-2021-
FILED UNDER SEAL

0

Confidential File

U-18197-0035 04/21/17 Kelly M. Hall
Consumers
Energy
Company

Report

Confidential Version of Consumers
Energy Company's Self-Assessment of
2017-2021 Capacity Plan for Meeting
Peak Demand Plus Reserves- FILED
UNDER SEAL

0

Confidential File

U-18197-0034 04/21/17
Nolan J.
Moody

Michigan
Municipal
Electric
Association

Letter

Cover letter for Self-Assessment of
Ability to Meet Customers' Expected
Electric Requirements for 2017-2021
FILED UNDER SEAL

1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVP1AAO

U-18197-0033 04/21/17 Kelly M. Hall
Consumers
Energy
Company

Appearance Appearance of Kelly M. Hall 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOwAAO

U-18197-0032 04/21/17 Kelly M. Hall
Consumers
Energy
Company

Report

Consumers Energy Company's
Self-Assessment of 2017-2021 Capacity
Plan for Meeting Peak Demand Plus
Reserves

40
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https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVNuAAO

U-18197-0031 04/21/17
Richard J.
Aaron

Indiana
Michigan Power
Company

Response I&M's Reliability Plan 16

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOrAAO

U-18197-0030 04/21/17 Amy Klaviter
Constellation
Energy
Services Inc.

Report
Confidential Version of assessment
report- FILED UNDER SEAL

0

Confidential File

U-18197-0029 04/21/17
Sherri A.
Wellman

Northern States
Power
Company

Report
Confidential Version of NSPW MI
Reliability Assessment for 2017-2021-
FILED UNDER SEAL

0

Confidential File

U-18197-0028 04/21/17
Nolan J.
Moody

Michigan
Municipal
Electric
Association

Report

Confidential Version of Michigan
Municipal Electric Association's Submittal
of Self-Assessment of Ability to Meet
Customers' Expected Electric
Requirements for the Years 2017-2021-
FILED UNDER SEAL

0

Confidential File

U-18197-0027 04/21/17
Michael C.
Rampe

Wisconsin
Electric Power
Company

Report

Confidential Versions of Attachments A
and B of Self-Assessments of Ability to
Meet Customers' Expected Electric
Requirements for 2017-2021- FILED
UNDER SEAL

0

Confidential File

U-18197-0026 04/21/17
Michael C.
Rampe

Wisconsin
Electric Power
Company

Report
Self-Assessments of Ability to Meet
Customers' Expected Electric
Requirements for 2017-2021

27

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOmAAO

U-18197-0025 04/21/17
Sherri A.
Wellman

Upper
Peninsula
Power
Company

Report UPPCO MI Reliability Assessment 11

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOhAAO

U-18197-0024 04/21/17
Andrea E.
Hayden

DTE Energy
Company

Report
DTE Energy Company Electric Supply
Reliability Plan for Planning Years 2017
to 2021

27

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UUyVAAW
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U-18197-0023 04/21/17 Sherri A.
Wellman

Northern States
Power
Company

Report NSPW MI Reliability Assessment for
2017-2021

20

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOcAAO

U-18197-0022 04/21/17
Jason T.
Hanselman

Wolverine
Power Supply
Cooperative
Inc.

Report
Wolverine's Assessment of Electric
Requirements

16

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOXAA4

U-18197-0021 04/20/17
Timothy J.
Lundgren

Direct Energy
Business LLC

Report
Electric Supply Reliability Plan for Year
2017-2021

6

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVKgAAO

U-18197-0020 04/20/17
Timothy J.
Lundgren

Direct Energy
Services LLC

Report
Electric Supply Reliability Plan for Year
2017-2021

6

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOSAA4

U-18197-0019 04/20/17 Amy Klaviter
Constellation
Energy
Services Inc.

Report Public Version of assessment report 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVK3AAO

U-18197-0018 04/20/17
Bryan C.
White

Calpine Energy
Solutions LLC

Report
Confidential Version of Calpine Energy
Solutions, LLC's 5-year Reliability Plan-
FILED UNDER SEAL

0

Confidential File

U-18197-0017 04/20/17
Tom
Hanrahan

WPPI Energy Report

Confidential Version of WPPI Energy's
Assessment of Electric Supply Reliability
and Customer Expected Electric
Requirements- FILED UNDER SEAL

0

Confidential File

U-18197-0016 04/20/17
Zachary J.
Halkola

UP Power
Marketing LLC

Response UPPM Response U-18197 3

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVONAA4

U-18197-0015 04/18/17
Angelica
Urrego

Just Energy
Solutions Inc.

Report
Self Assessment of their ability to meet
customers electric requirements

20

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOIAA4

U-18197-0014 04/14/17
Michael G.
Oliva

FirstEnergy
Solutions Corp

Report
Confidential Version of the Electric
Supply Reliability Plan for Year
2017-2021- FILED UNDER SEAL

0

Confidential File

Docket Sheet from Underlying Case (U-18197)

640a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOcAAO
https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOXAA4
https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVKgAAO
https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOSAA4
https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVK3AAO
https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVONAA4
https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVOIAA4


MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
Case Number U-18197 

Date Printed: 08/01/2019 Page 16 of 17

U-18197-0013 04/13/17 MPSC

Michigan Public
Service
Commission
(MPSC)

Minute Action

Directing the Commissions Executive
Secretary to republish the orders and
minute actions listed on the attachment
to this minute action

34

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVODAA4

U-18197-0012 04/13/17
Michael G.
Oliva

FirstEnergy
Solutions Corp

Report
Electric Supply Reliability Plan for Year
2017-2021

2

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVO8AAO

U-18197-0011 04/13/17
Deborah
Borchert

MidAmerican
Energy
Services LLC

Report
Electric Supply Reliability Plan for
2017-2021

3

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVO3AAO

U-18197-0010 04/13/17
Jennifer M.
Brooks

MPSC Staff Letter Letter on behalf of MPSC Staff 3

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVNyAAO

U-18197-0009 04/12/17
Jennifer M.
Brooks

MPSC Staff Letter Letter on behalf of MPSC Staff 4

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVMSAA4

U-18197-0008 03/30/17
Thomas G.
Harrell

Alger Delta
Cooperative
Electric
Association

Report

Alger Delta Cooperative Electric
Association's self assessment of ability to
meet customers' expected electric
requirements and associated reserves
during the five-year period of 2017
through 2021

5

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVNtAAO

U-18197-0007 03/27/17
Aaron S.
Martin

CMS ERM
Michigan LLC

Report Report on Electric Reliability 2017-2021 6

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVNoAAO

U-18197-0006 03/15/17
Dallas R.
Braun

Thumb Electric
Cooperative

Report

TEC's Assessment of Ability to Meet
Customers' Expected Electric
Requirements for the years 2017 through
2021

3

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVNjAAO

U-18197-0005 02/28/17
Stephen A.
Campbell

Association of
Businesses
Advocating
Tariff Equity
(ABATE)

Appearance
of Stephen A. Campbell on behalf of
ABATE

1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVNeAAO
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U-18197-0004 02/28/17
Sean P.
Gallagher

Association of
Businesses
Advocating
Tariff Equity
(ABATE)

Appearance of Sean P. Gallagher on behalf of ABATE 1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVNZAA4

U-18197-0003 02/28/17
Michael J.
Pattwell

Association of
Businesses
Advocating
Tariff Equity
(ABATE)

Appearance
of Michael J. Pattwell on behalf of
ABATE

1

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UVKRAA4

U-18197-0002 01/12/17 MPSC

Michigan Public
Service
Commission
(MPSC)

Press
Release

2

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UUzHAAW

U-18197-0001 01/12/17 MPSC

Michigan Public
Service
Commission
(MPSC)

Order
The order requires electric companies to
file assessments and invites interested
parties to submit comments

23

https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/068t0000001UV9vAAG
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FERC Electric Tariff RESOURCE ADEQUACY 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 
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MISO 68A 

FERC Electric Tariff INTRODUCTION 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

This Module E-1 provides mandatory requirements to be met by the Transmission Provider, 

Market Participants serving Load in the Transmission Provider Region or serving Load on behalf 

of a Load Serving Entity (LSE), or other Market Participants, to ensure access to deliverable, 

reliable and adequate Planning Resources to meet Coincident Peak Demand and Local Resource 

Zone Peak Demand requirements on the Transmission System.  These requirements recognize 

and are complementary to the reliability mechanisms of the states and the Regional Entities (RE) 

within the Transmission Provider Region.  Nothing in this Module E-1 affects existing state 

jurisdiction over the construction of additional capacity or the authority of states to set and 

enforce compliance with standards for adequacy.  The Resource Adequacy Requirements (RAR) 

in this Module E-1 are not intended to and shall not in any way affect state actions over entities 

under the states’ jurisdiction.  To the extent that an LSE’s Coincident Peak Demand is physically 

located within the Transmission Provider’s Balancing Authority Area but is pseudo-tied out of 

the MISO Balancing Authority Area pursuant to the Transmission Provider’s Business Practices 

Manuals (BPM), such Coincident Peak Demand is not subject to the RAR provisions if such 

Coincident Peak Demand is subject to another Balancing Authority Area’s resource adequacy 

requirements.  To accomplish these reliability requirements, Module E-1 includes provisions for: 

establishing Local Resource Zones and associated limits (i.e., Capacity Import Limits (CIL) and 

Capacity Export Limits (CEL)); establishing External Resource Zones and associated limits (i.e., 

Capacity Export Limits (CEL)); determining the annual Planning Reserve Margin; annual 

Coincident Peak Demand forecasting; annual Local Resource Zone Peak Demand forecasting; 

qualifying and quantifying Planning Resources; participation of Demand and Planning Resources 

MISO Resource Adequacy Tarriffs Module E-1
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MISO 68A 

FERC Electric Tariff INTRODUCTION 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

in the Planning Resource Auction process; settlement provisions; and Planning Resource 

performance requirements. 

MISO Resource Adequacy Tarriffs Module E-1
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MISO 68A.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Establishment of Planning Reserve Margins 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Establishment of Planning Reserve Margins 

The Transmission Provider will determine a Planning Reserve Margin (PRM) using analytical 

study methods described in Section 68A.2, provided that if a state regulatory body establishes a 

PRM for its regulated entities that is higher or lower than the PRM determined by the 

Transmission Provider, then the state-established PRM will apply to the Coincident Peak 

Demand of LSEs under that state’s jurisdiction. 

MISO Resource Adequacy Tarriffs Module E-1
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MISO 68A.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Planning Reserve Margin Analysis 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Planning Reserve Margin Analysis 

The Transmission Provider shall perform a technical analysis on an annual basis to establish the 

PRM for the Transmission Provider Region and the Transmission Provider will publish the 

results by November 1 preceding the applicable Planning Year.  The PRM analysis shall be 

consistent with Good Utility Practice and the reliability requirements of the REs and the 

applicable states in the Transmission Provider Region.  The PRM analysis shall consider factors 

including, but not limited to: the Generator Forced Outage rates of Capacity Resources, 

Generator Planned Outages, expected performance of Load Modifying Resources (LMR) and 

Energy Efficiency Resources, load forecast uncertainty, and the Transmission System’s import 

and export capability with external systems.  The Transmission Provider annually will calculate 

and publish on its website the estimated PRM for each of the nine subsequent Planning Years, to 

provide information for long-term resource planning, without establishing any enforceable 

specific resource planning reserve requirements. 

MISO Resource Adequacy Tarriffs Module E-1
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MISO 68A.2.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Loss of Load Expectation Analysis 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

The Transmission Provider shall coordinate with Market Participants to determine the 

appropriate PRM for the applicable Planning Year based upon the probabilistic analysis of being 

able to reliably serve the Transmission Provider Region’s Demand for the applicable Planning 

Year.  This probabilistic analysis shall use a Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE) study which 

assumes that there are no internal transmission limitations within the Transmission Provider 

Region.  The Transmission Provider will calculate and post the PRM such that the LOLE for the 

next Planning Year is one (1) day in ten (10) years, or 0.1 day per year.  The minimum PRM 

requirement will be determined using the LOLE analysis by either adding or removing capacity  

until the LOLE reaches 0.1 day per year.  If the LOLE is less than 0.1 day per year, a perfect 

negative unit with zero forced outage rate will be added until the LOLE reaches 0.1 day per year. 

If the LOLE is greater than 0.1 day per year, proxy units based on a unit of typical size and 

forced outage rate will be added to the model until the LOLE reaches 0.1 day per year. The 

minimum amount of capacity above Coincident Peak Demand in the Transmission Provider 

Region required to meet the reliability criteria will be used to establish the PRM.  The PRM will 

be established as an Unforced Capacity requirement based upon the weighted average forced 

outage rate of all Planning Resources in the Transmission Provider Region.  

MISO Resource Adequacy Tarriffs Module E-1
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MISO 68A.3 

FERC Electric Tariff Establishment of LRZs and ERZs 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

No later than September 1st of the year prior to a Planning Year, the Transmission Provider will, 

as necessary, develop new Local Resource Zones (LRZ) to reflect the need for an adequate 

amount of Planning Resources to be located in the right physical locations within the 

Transmission Provider Region to reliably meet Demand and LOLE requirements.  The 

geographic boundaries of each of the LRZs will be based upon analysis that considers: (1) the 

electrical boundaries of Local Balancing Authorities; (2) state boundaries; (3) the relative 

strength of transmission interconnections between Local Balancing Authorities; (4) the results of 

LOLE studies; (5) the relative size of LRZs; and (6) natural geographic boundaries such as lakes 

and rivers.  The Transmission Provider may re-evaluate the boundaries of LRZs if there are 

significant changes in the Transmission Provider Region based upon the preceding factors, 

including but not limited to, significant changes in membership, the Transmission System, and/or 

Resources. 

An External Resource Zone (ERZ) will be created for each external Balancing Authority that has 

External Resources qualifying as Planning Resources, excluding those Balancing Authorities 

with only Coordinating Owner resources that are qualified to obtain local credit and/or Border 

External Resources. 

MISO Resource Adequacy Tarriffs Module E-1
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MISO 68A.3.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Establishment of SRRZs, SRECs and SRICs 

MODULES 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Establishment of SRRZs, SRECs and SRICs 

The Transmission Provider will establish and publish, on the Transmission Provider’s public 

website, SRRZs, SRECs and SRICs as soon as practical but no later than the first business day of 

March for the following Planning Year.  To calculate the SRECs and SRICs, the Transmission 

Provider will determine the transfer limit between SRRZs in accordance with applicable seams 

agreements, coordination agreements, or transmission service agreements.  Next, the 

Transmission Provider will then complete a feasibility analysis in accordance with the Resource 

Adequacy Business Practices Manual to review operational events from previous Planning 

Year’s Summer peak and forecasted expected conditions for the upcoming Planning Year to 

determine if a further reduction to the transfer limit is warranted for reliability.  If such a 

reduction is necessary, the Transmission Provider will reduce the regional directional transfer 

limit, as appropriate.  The Transmission Provider will then subtract the sum of Firm 

Transmission Service Reservations on the MISO OASIS that utilize the contract path between 

SRRZs and are exporting from or wheeling through the Transmission Provider’s Balancing 

Authority for the applicable Planning Year.  This difference determines the SREC and SRIC to 

be utilized for the applicable Planning Year. 

Prior to publishing the SRRZs, SRECs, and SRICs on its public website, Transmission Provider 

will present the feasibility analysis and resulting SREC and SRIC calculation to stakeholders. 

MISO Resource Adequacy Tarriffs Module E-1
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MISO 68A.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Establishment of CIL and CEL Limits 

MODULES 39.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Establishment of CIL and CEL Limits 

On or before November 1st of each year, the Transmission Provider will determine preliminary 

values for the CIL and CEL for each of the LRZs for the following Planning Year by considering 

factors, including but not limited to, the following elements: (1) existing and planned 

Transmission System and Planning Resource additions; (2) transmission import and export 

capability; and (3) applicable NERC contingencies. To determine the CIL and CEL for each 

LRZ, the Transmission Provider will use models which contain the physical location of Load and 

Planning Resources.  Generator output will be assigned to LRZs or ERZs consistent with the 

PRA representation of Planning Resources.  Constraints that are identified as a result of 

determining the CIL and/or the CEL for each LRZ will be considered in the development of the 

MISO Transmission Expansion Plan (MTEP) in accordance with Attachment FF. 

CIL will be equal to the Zonal Import Ability plus firm capacity commitments to non-MISO 

load. CEL will be equal to the Zonal Export Ability minus firm capacity commitments to non- 

MISO load.  

The CIL and CEL values for each LRZ will be updated if needed prior to the Planning Resource 

Auction, but no later than eight (8) Business Days before the last Business Day in March, due to 

changes to firm capacity commitments from MISO resources to neighboring regions prior to the 

Planning Resource Auction. 

MISO will determine the CEL for each ERZ no later than eight (8) Business Days before the last 

Business Day in March as equal to the ZRC quantity of the External Resources registered to 

participate in the PRA. 

MISO Resource Adequacy Tarriffs Module E-1
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MISO 68A.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Establishment of Local Reliability Requirement 

MODULES 35.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Establishment of Local Reliability Requirement 

By November 1st prior to a Planning Year, the Transmission Provider will establish a Local 

Reliability Requirement (LRR) metric for each LRZ to determine the quantity of Unforced 

Capacity needed such that the LRZ would achieve an LOLE of 0.1 day per year, without 

consideration of the benefit of the LRZ’s CIL.  The LRR will be determined using the LOLE 

analysis by either adding or removing capacity until the LOLE reaches 0.1 day per year for the 

LRZ.  If the LOLE is less than 0.1 day per year, a perfect negative unit with zero forced outage 

rate will be added until the LOLE reaches 0.1 day per year. If the LOLE is greater than 0.1 day 

per year, proxy units based on a unit of typical size and forced outage rate will be added to the 

model until the LOLE reaches 0.1 day per year. 

The Transmission Provider will model the location of Load and Planning Resources based on 

their representation in the Planning Resource Auction to determine the LRR for each LRZ.  The 

minimum amount of capacity above the Local Resource Zone Peak Demand in the LRZ required 

to meet the reliability criteria will be used to establish the LRR. 

The per unit LRR in each LRZ initially will be established as the ratio of the LRR over the Local 

Resource Zone Peak Demand modeled in the LOLE study.  An LRZ’s LRR shall be calculated 

by multiplying the per unit LRR for the LRZ times the forecasted Local Resource Zone Peak 

Demand as provided by LSEs or EDCs, or as developed by the Transmission Provider, pursuant 

to Section 69A.1. 
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MISO 68A.6 

FERC Electric Tariff Establishment of Local Clearing Requirement 

MODULES 35.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Establishment of Local Clearing Requirement 

The Transmission Provider will establish the Local Clearing Requirement for each LRZ as LCR 

= LRR – Zonal Import Ability – controllable exports, where controllable exports are: (i) from 

MISO resources that have firm capacity commitments to non-MISO load; and (ii) may be 

committed and dispatched by the Transmission Provider during a declared Energy Emergency.  

The LCR values will be updated if needed prior to the Planning Resource Auction due to 

changes in controllable exports. 
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MISO 68A.7 

FERC Electric Tariff Establishing Planning Reserve Margin Requirements 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

a. The Transmission Provider will establish Planning Reserve Margin Requirements (PRMR)

for an LSE’s Load within any given LRZ  equal to the LSE’s forecasted Coincident Peak 

Demand, including transmission losses, times (1 + Transmission Provider Region PRM). 

b. The Transmission Provider will use the Transmission Provider Region PRM for the PRMR

calculation unless an alternate PRM is established by a state.  In such event, the Transmission 

Provider will use the alternate PRM that a state regulatory agency has created for the geographic 

area in which the state has jurisdiction.  The Transmission Provider will convert any state 

provided PRM to a comparable Unforced Capacity basis.
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MISO 68A.8 

FERC Electric Tariff Calculation of Transmission Losses 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

a. The Transmission Provider shall calculate the LBA transmission loss percentages using

the process described as follows: 

1. The Transmission Provider's State Estimator calculates transmission losses (MW)

as part of the solution output process every five (5) minutes. 

2. The transmission losses (MW) are computed on all transmission lines and

transformers by summing up real power at both ends for each transmission element 

(retaining the convention for flow direction) or as the difference in real power (without 

the sign convention for flow direction) for each State Estimator solution. 

3. The individual transmission losses (MW) for each element are summed to a total

transmission values for each Local Balancing Authorities (LBA) level. 

4. These LBA transmission loss values are then integrated across each hour to

calculate an hourly transmission loss value (MW) for each LBA. 

5. The total transmission loss value (MW) for each LBA will be the hourly

integrated transmission losses value (MW) for the hour of the Transmission Provider's 

system peak from the calendar year two years prior to the upcoming Planning Year. 
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MISO 68A.8 

FERC Electric Tariff Calculation of Transmission Losses 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

6. For the purposes of the Transmission Provider Region, the LBA transmission loss

percentages are calculated as the total LBA transmission losses divided by the total LBA 

peak data at that MISO peak hour.  For purposes of a Local Resource Zone, the LBA 

transmission loss percentages are calculated as the total LBA transmission losses divided 

by the total LBA peak data at the LRZ peak hour. 

b. The Local Balancing Authority (LBA) transmission loss percentage shall apply to the

LSE's applicable LBA Coincident Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak Demand 

forecast to determine the LSE transmission losses.  Behind-the-Meter-Generation Resources that 

are interconnected to the Transmission System shall be treated like other Resources with respect 

to transmission losses.  Behind-the-Meter-Generation Resources that are not interconnected to 

the Transmission System, Demand Resources, and Energy Efficiency Resources shall be 

adjusted to account for serving load without incurring transmission losses by grossing up the 

MW quantity of such resources by (1.0 + the appropriate LBA transmission loss percentage). 
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MISO 69A 

FERC Electric Tariff RAR Process 

MODULES 35.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

RAR Process 

Once the Transmission Provider has established the PRM, LCR, LRR, preliminary Capacity 

Import Limits and Capacity Export Limits and published such values on the Transmission 

Provider’s website, then LSEs shall provide annual forecasted Coincident Peak Demand and 

Local Resource Zone Peak Demand data.  For Retail Choice areas, the EDC shall provide, on 

behalf of LSEs within the EDC, an annual forecasted Coincident Peak Demand and Local 

Resource Zone Peak Demand data to be used by the Transmission Provider as described herein.  

The Transmission Provider will then calculate each LSE’s PRMR.  LSEs will meet their PRMR 

by: (i) submitting a Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan; (ii) Self-Scheduling ZRCs; (iii) purchasing 

ZRCs through the Planning Resource Auction process; and/or (iv) paying the Capacity 

Deficiency Charge.  The Transmission Provider will enforce the LCRs, final Capacity Import 

Limits and Capacity Export Limits for each LRZ, and Capacity Export Limits for each ERZ in 

the Planning Resource Auction.  An ACP will be determined through the PRA process for each 

LRZ and ERZ and the ACP will be used to credit ZRCs that clear in the auction and to debit 

LSEs for the volume of their PRMR that is procured through the auction.  Market Participants 

that own Planning Resources used to create ZRCs which clear in the PRA (or are identified in a 

submitted Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan) must meet the applicable performance requirements 

as described in sections 69A.3.9 and 69A.5.  The Transmission Provider shall provide states, 

upon request, with relevant resource adequacy information as available, subject to the data 

confidentiality provisions in Section 38.9 of the Tariff. 
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MISO 69A.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Load Serving Entity Responsibilities 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

a. LSEs shall provide Coincident Peak Demand (and also, if available, Local Resource Zone

Peak Demand forecasts) forecasts as specified in Section 69A.1.1b and will also be responsible 

for meeting their PRMR for each LRZ where they serve Load by submitting Fixed Resource 

Adequacy Plans, by Self-Scheduling ZRCs, by purchasing ZRCs through the PRA process 

and/or by paying the Capacity Deficiency Charge.   

b. The Transmission Provider will use Coincident Peak Demand, Local Resource Zone Peak

Demand, and Energy forecasts that are submitted by an EDC in combination with allocation 

procedures that are agreed to by the applicable LSEs.  These procedures will allow the 

Transmission Provider to initially allocate appropriate portions of the total forecasted Coincident 

Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak Demand to each LSE as applicable pursuant to 

69A.1.2.1, and to re-assign ZRC-related charges caused by customer switching between 

suppliers to the appropriate LSE.   

c. If the EDC does not provide a procedure for assigning LSE obligations as described in

(b) above that is approved by the Transmission Provider, then the daily peak load default method

for Coincident Peak Demand allocation shall be used. 

d. All LSEs shall report to the Transmission Provider, through the MECT, whether such

LSE will meet their PRMR for each LRZ in which the LSE serves Load by: (i) submitting a 

Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan; (ii) Self-Scheduling ZRCs; (iii) purchasing ZRCs through the 

Planning Resource Auction process; and/or, (iv) paying the Capacity Deficiency Charge. 
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MISO 69A.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Forecasted Demand Identification 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

a. The Demand forecasts required in Section 69A.1 shall include: (1) the annual Coincident

Peak Demand within each LBA area in the Transmission Provider Region for the upcoming 

Planning Year; (2) the monthly non-coincident peak Demand and net Energy for Load within 

each LBA area, for the upcoming Planning Year and the following Planning Year; (3) the non-

coincident peak Demand and net Energy for Load within each LBA area, for each Summer and 

Winter Season, for the eight Planning Years subsequent to the two for which monthly values are 

provided in (2); and (4) the available annual Local Resource Zone Peak Demand within each 

LBA area in the Local Resource Zone for the upcoming Planning Year.  All of these forecasts 

shall be submitted by November 1
st
 prior to each Planning Year and shall be consistent with

Good Utility Practice.  Forecast providers shall use the MECT or other means described in the 

BPM for Resource Adequacy to submit the requisite information.  Details regarding the items 

required in the Demand forecasts submittal are in the BPM for Resource Adequacy.   

b. The supplied Coincident Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak Demand forecasts

shall include the Demand expected for the forecast time period (e.g. the Coincident Peak 

Demand hour) augmented to include the normal Demand from forecasted Demand Resources, 

whether registered or not registered with the Transmission Provider.  Such forecasts shall include 

Demand that would have occurred but for the existence of Energy Efficiency Resources that 

have been in operation less than four (4) years.  All submissions for such forecast values shall 

include distribution losses, but not transmission losses.  The Transmission Provider will be 

responsible for the calculation of the applicable transmission losses for the forecasts provided 

and for annually publishing such values for each LBA on its website by October 1, as specified 

in Section 68A.8 and the BPM for Resource Adequacy.  
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MISO 69A.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Forecasted Demand Identification 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

c. In order to assist with the development of the Coincident Peak Demand and Local

Resource Zone Peak Demand forecasts, the Transmission Provider will make available the 

historical monthly peak hours for each of the four months June through September, since 2005, 

or as available, for the Transmission Provider Region and for each Local Resource Zone.  On or 

before March 1
st
 of each year, the Transmission Provider will review a sampling of submitted

Demand forecast methodologies and inputs to ensure accuracy and consistency, in accordance 

with the BPM for Resource Adequacy.  If the Transmission Provider determines that the 

Demand forecast methodologies are inaccurate or inconsistent, the Transmission Provider shall 

work with the applicable LSEs to reconcile such issues.  If reconciliation is not achieved, or if 

Local Resource Zone Peak Demand forecasts are not available, then the Transmission Provider 

will provide the required forecast values. 

d. All Coincident Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak Demand forecasts shall

reflect a 50% probability that the Demand will not exceed the forecasted Demand for the 

relevant period (e.g., annually for Coincident Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak 

Demand, and monthly for non-coincident peak Demand). 

e. If an EDC uses the preferred default method in Section 69A.1.2.1, then the EDC must

provide both the Transmission Provider and the respective LSEs with each retail customer’s peak 

load contribution (“PLC”), including transmission losses and PRM as determined by the 

Transmission Provider, in the EDC’s service territory by December 15
th

.  If an EDC uses the

daily peak load default methodology in Section 69A.1.2.1, then the EDC must provide both the 

Transmission Provider and each of the respective LSEs with the LSE’s historic share of the 

EDC’s Coincident Peak Demand, by December 15
th

.  At least five (5) Business Days before
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MISO 69A.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Forecasted Demand Identification 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

January 15, LSEs must notify the EDC and the Transmission Provider if they disagree with the 

EDC calculated PLC value. 

f. If an LSE knows it will gain a wholesale customer by the beginning of the next Planning

Year, then that LSE may provide the Transmission Provider with the Coincident Peak Demand 

and the Local Resource Zone Peak Demand forecast for such acquired load by November 1.  In 

all other cases, the existing Market Participant serving such wholesale customer shall provide the 

Transmission Provider by November 1
st
 with the Market Participant’s forecast of the wholesale

customer’s Coincident Peak Demand and Local Resource Zone Peak Demand.  
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MISO 69A.1.1.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Accounting for Total Demand Forecasts Given Wholesale and Re 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Accounting for Total Demand Forecasts Given Wholesale and Retail Load Switching 

a. On or before January 15
th

, and EDC must notify the Transmission Provider through the

MECT of PRMR for the LSE’s proportion of the EDC’s forecast Demand that it expects to serve 

on June 1 of the next Planning Year.  The LSE that is the provider of last resort (“POLR”) for the 

EDC area in question will have the obligation to procure capacity for the required PRMR for the 

remaining Demand (i.e., the remaining Demand is the EDC’s forecast Coincident Peak Demand 

minus the sum of the LSE’s allocated portion of forecast Coincident Peak Demand, identified as 

described above, in the EDC’s service territory).  The Transmission Provider will notify the 

POLRs of any remaining PRMR within five (5) Business Days after January 15
th

.

b. On or before January 15
th

, to account for wholesale customers that may switch LSEs

during the next Planning Year, the PRMR will be met as follows:  (1) if an LSE has 

responsibility to serve a wholesale load on June 1 of the next Planning Year, then such LSE shall 

have the obligation to procure the required PRMR for such load; (2) if no LSE has responsibility 

for serving a wholesale load on June 1 of the next Planning Year, then the LSE with an 

obligation to serve such load on November 1 before the Planning Year, shall have the obligation 

to procure capacity for the required PRMR for the upcoming Planning Year for such load, 

provided that such LSE anticipates that the contract for wholesale load will be extended; or (3) if 

the LSE advises the Transmission Provider that the LSE will not serve the contract for wholesale 

load, then the customer for such wholesale load shall inform the Transmission Provider by 

January 30
th

 of the name of the Market Participant that will be responsible for the PRMR

obligation for such wholesale load. 
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MISO 69A.1.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Daily Assignment of Coincident Peak Demand Obligations 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Daily Assignment of Coincident Peak Demand Obligations 

a. For those areas of service where an LSE’s Coincident Peak Demand forecast is included

in the Coincident Peak Demand forecast submission of an EDC, the EDC will determine and 

report each LSE’s portion of such Demand to the Transmission Provider, using either the 

preferred default method or the daily peak default method. 

b. In a state that permits retail load switching and where the EDC has adopted the preferred

default method in Section 69A.1.2.1, the Transmission Provider shall allocate resource capacity 

costs on a daily basis to LSEs by multiplying the PLCs for identified customers served by the 

LSE times the applicable zonal Auction Clearing Price less any zonal deliverability benefits plus 

any Local Clearing Requirement Charges for the Local Resource Zone where the load is located. 

c. In a state that permits retail load switching and where the EDC has adopted the daily peak

load default method in Section 69A.1.2.1, the Transmission Provider shall allocate resource 

capacity costs on a daily basis to LSEs by multiplying the LSE’s percentage of the load served 

by the EDC during the hour of the Transmission Provider’s daily peak, increased by the amount 

credited to that LSE during an Emergency for any Demand Resource having ZRCs that cleared in the 

PRA or were used in a FRAP for the current Planning Year, times the PRMR for the forecast 

Coincident Peak Demand provided by the EDC, times the applicable zonal Auction Clearing 

Price less any zonal deliverability benefits plus any Local Clearing Requirement Charges for the 

Local Resource Zone where the load is located. 

d. In states where wholesale load may switch, the Transmission Provider shall allocate costs

on a daily basis to LSEs.  The LSE that acquires wholesale load will be charged for such load 

based upon the PRMR for the wholesale load’s forecast Coincident Peak Demand times the 
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MISO 69A.1.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Daily Assignment of Coincident Peak Demand Obligations 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

applicable zonal Auction Clearing Price less any zonal deliverability benefits plus any Local 

Clearing Requirement Charges for the Local Resource Zone where the wholesale load is located. 

e. An LSE may challenge the EDC Demand forecast under the dispute resolution

procedures pursuant to Section 12 or it may refer the dispute to the Commission for resolution. 
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MISO 69A.1.2.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Preferred and Daily Peak Load Default Methods 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Preferred and Daily Peak Load Default Methods 

a. The method submitted by an EDC must describe in detail the procedures and data used to

determine the assignment of the EDC's forecast Coincident Peak Demand to its retail customers, 

including those served by LSEs providing service within the EDC's area.   

b. The preferred default method should assign a peak load contribution ("PLC") value to

each retail customer, based on the PLC values derived from each retail customer's Demand at the 

time of the Transmission Provider's peak Demand during the Summer prior to the Planning Year 

for which such values will be used (i.e., the Prior Summer Retail Customer Coincident Peak 

("PSRCCP")).  Retail customer peak demands should be increased to reflect any load reductions 

achieved and for which capacity credits are earned, either through retail programs or 

participation in wholesale markets (e.g. LMRs).  In the aggregate, the PLCs determined by the 

EDC must equal the PRMR that is calculated from the forecast Coincident Peak Demand 

provided by the EDC.  This equality is achieved by multiplying each retail customer's demand at 

the time of the Transmission Provider's peak Demand during the Summer prior to the Planning 

Year by the same adjustment factor, as shown in the equation below: 

i PLCi = PRMREDC 

Factor = PRMR EDC  ÷  i PSRCCPi 

In other words, for each EDC, the sum of the individual retail customer (i.e., i) PLC values must 

equal the EDC’s Planning Reserve Margin Requirement.  In addition, a single value (“Factor”) is 

defined as the ratio of the Planning Reserve Margin Requirement for any EDC divided by the 
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MISO 69A.1.2.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Preferred and Daily Peak Load Default Methods 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

sum of all of the Prior Summer Retail Customer Coincident Peak values for each of the EDC’s 

retail customers.  The EDC must use the same Factor in the following equation: 

PLCi = Factor x PSRCCPi     i 

Thus, for each EDC it must also be true that the PLC for any individual retail customer shall be 

equal to the product of that customer’s Prior Summer Retail Customer Coincident Peak times the 

same Factor identified in the second equation above.  For the purposes of these equations, the 

following mathematical symbols are used:  (1) Σ equals sum; (2) i  equals individual retail 

customer, as in PLC i or PSRCCPi ; and (3) i equals for all i, as in: for each member of the set 

of retail customers. 

The specific methods used by the EDC to compute each retail customer's PLC must be submitted 

to the Transmission Provider by December 1, and requires approval by, the Transmission 

Provider.   

c. For those EDCs that lack data necessary to use the preferred default peak load

contribution methodology, as described above, a daily peak load default methodology will be 

used.  Under the daily peak load default methodology, the daily capacity charges related to 

obligations arising from meeting the PRMR during the Planning Year shall be apportioned on a 

pro rata basis to each LSE within an EDC area (as included in the EDC's forecast Coincident 

Peak Demand), based on the daily Load served by each LSE within the EDC's area for the daily 

peak Hour of the Transmission Provider's region.  Daily peak Load values will be based on 

settlement data (billable meter volume).  
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MISO 69A.1.2.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Preferred and Daily Peak Load Default Methods 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

d. The Prior Summer Retail Customer Coincident Peak shall be adjusted (upward) to reflect

any demand that was reduced during the Coincident Peak hour through the effect of a Load 

Modifying Resource, or through the effect of an Energy Efficiency Resource during the first four 

(4) full Planning Years of the EE Resource’s existence.
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MISO 69A.1.2.2 

FERC Electric Tariff [RESERVED] 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 
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MISO 69A.1.3 

FERC Electric Tariff Load Switching 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Load Switching 

a. Beginning June 1 of each Planning Year, the EDC will be responsible for tracking the

individual customer PLC values transferred from the originally supplying LSE to the newly 

supplying LSE now responsible for resource adequacy commitments.  

b. For LSEs using the daily peak load default methodology, the daily share of the EDC's

Coincident Peak Demand assigned to each LSE will be based on each LSE's share of the hourly 

Demand in the EDC area at the time of the Transmission Provider's daily peak Demand, 

multiplied by the PRMR for the forecast Coincident Peak Demand provided by the EDC.  Daily 

peak Load values will be based on settlement data (billable meter volume). 
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MISO 69A.1.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Forecasted Demand for FRP/FRS Agreements 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Forecasted Demand for FRP/FRS Agreements 

Full Responsibility Purchases/Sales (FRP/FRS) agreements are treated effectively like a transfer 

of Demand and all RAR obligations from one LSE to another Market Participant.  A purchaser 

under an FRP/FRS agreement shall submit the forecasted Coincident Peak Demand and Local 

Resource Zone Peak Demand associated with such agreement to the Transmission Provider 

through the MECT for the applicable Planning Year. A seller under an FRP/FRS agreement is 

contractually obligated to comply with all of the RAR obligations for the transferred Demand 

during the Planning Year encompassing the planned Coincident Peak Demand.  The purchaser 

under an FRP/FRS agreement no longer has the RAR obligations for the transferred Demand; 

provided however, that if the seller under an FRP/FRS agreement is not an LSE under the 

jurisdiction of the Transmission Provider, then the purchaser under the FRP/FRS agreement will 

remain responsible for any RAR obligations associated with the Demand transferred under the 

FRP/FRS agreement.  A seller under an FRP/FRS agreement will be responsible for the 

transferred Demand to meet this additional obligation like it was their own Demand.  If a seller 

and a purchaser under an FRP/FRS agreement cannot agree on whether a particular transaction is 

an FRP/FRS agreement, then either party may invoke the dispute resolution procedures in 

Section 12 of the Tariff. 
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MISO 69A.1.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Multiple Region Planning Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Multiple Region Planning Resources 

If an LSE serves Demand both in the Transmission Provider Region and outside the 

Transmission Provider Region within a single state or RE region, then the LSE must separately 

satisfy its PRMR for the LSE’s Coincident Peak Demand in all areas of the Transmission 

Provider Region.  Compliance with RAR shall not affect an LSE’s obligation to maintain distinct 

and separate amounts of resources to cover its applicable planning reserve obligation for the 

amount of Demand outside the Transmission Provider Region. 
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MISO 69A.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Capacity Tracking Tool 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Capacity Tracking Tool 

To facilitate RAR, the Transmission Provider shall administer the MECT, a title tracking and 

registration tool that shall include the ability to enable Market Participants and LSEs to meet 

their RAR responsibilities. 
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MISO 69A.3 

FERC Electric Tariff Planning Resource Requirements 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Planning Resource Requirements 

Nothing herein shall infringe upon the requirement that LSEs comply with applicable state safety 

standards, planning reserve margins, or be subject to the enforcement thereof.  If the 

Transmission Provider becomes aware that any Planning Resource fails to meet the requirements 

of this section,  then the Transmission Provider shall promptly notify the Market Participant and 

specify the reasons for any such failure.  Wherever possible, the Transmission Provider and the 

Market Participant will work in good faith to remedy deficiencies, if any, in meeting the 

Planning Resource requirements, through informal communications rather than Commission 

filings. 
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MISO 69A.3.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Capacity Resources 

MODULES 36.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

Capacity Resources 

As described below, a Generation Resource, External Resource, Demand Response Resource - 

Type I, Demand Response Resource - Type II, Intermittent Generation, Dispatchable Intermittent 

Resource, Stored Energy Resource – Type II, or Electric Storage Resource, is eligible to become 

a Capacity Resource.  The Transmission Provider will qualify a Capacity Resource for the 

upcoming Planning Year, in accordance with processes specified in the BPM for Resource 

Adequacy.  Capacity Resources cannot be Stored Energy Resources.  Stored Energy Resources – 

Type II and Electric Storage Resources can be Capacity Resources if they meet all the 

requirements as specified in the BPM for Resource Adequacy, including the requirement to be 

able to continuously discharge for a minimum set of four (4) consecutive operating Hours across 

the Transmission Provider’s coincident peak for each day, in accordance with the BPM for 

Resource Adequacy, provided, that, a Stored Energy Resource – Type II or Electric Storage 

Resource may de-rate its capacity in order to comply with this requirement. 
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MISO 69A.3.1.a 

FERC Electric Tariff Generation Resources that are not Dispatchable Intermittent 

MODULES 38.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

Generation Resources that are not Dispatchable Intermittent Resources 

1. Generation Resources and Electric Storage Resources that are not Dispatchable

Intermittent Resources are eligible to qualify as Capacity Resources by a Market

Participant that possesses ownership or equivalent contractual rights for the Resource by:

(a) registering such resource with the Transmission Provider as documented in the BPM

for Market Registration; (b) demonstrating GVTC capability for each Planning Year  as 

established in the BPM for Resource Adequacy; (c) submitting generator availability data 

(including, but not limited to, NERC Generation Availability Data System (GADS) 

information) into a database provided by the Transmission Provider and as established in 

the BPM for Resource Adequacy; (d) by submitting the GVTC results to the 

Transmission Provider no later than October 31 prior to such Planning Year for existing 

Capacity Resources; and (e) demonstrating deliverability as described in Section 

69A.3.1(g).  All new Generation Resources and Electric Storage Resources that are not 

Dispatchable Intermittent Resources, or an existing Generation Resource and Electric 

Storage Resource that is not a Dispatchable Intermittent Resource that has an increased 

installed capacity, shall submit their GVTC to the Transmission Provider prior to 

qualification, but no later than March 1 prior to the PRA, as established in the BPM for 

Resource Adequacy.    

2. Installed Capacity (ICAP) Deferral

If a Market Participant for a Generation Resource and Electric Storage Resource that is

not a Dispatchable Intermittent Resource (including a Generation Resource and Electric

Storage Resource that has the status of Suspend pursuant to Section 38.2.7) has not
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MISO 69A.3.1.a 

FERC Electric Tariff Generation Resources that are not Dispatchable Intermittent 

MODULES 38.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

completed GVTC testing by the deadlines provided in 69A.3.1.a.1, is not expected to 

demonstrate deliverability, or is otherwise not expected to demonstrate commercial 

operation prior to March 1, ZRCs from such capacity may be used in the PRA or in a 

FRAP (including through bilateral ZRC transactions), subject to the notification, credit, 

and non-compliance provisions of Section 69A.7.9.   

3. Reporting generator availability data based on GVTC is not required for a Generation

Resource or Electric Storage Resource that is not a Dispatchable Intermittent Resource

and that is less than 10 MW if the Market Participant has never provided such data for

such Resource.  A Market Participant that begins reporting generator availability data

based on GVTC for a Generation Resource or Electric Storage Resource that is not a

Dispatchable Intermittent Resource and that is less than 10 MW must continue to report

such data.  A Generation Resource or Electric Storage Resource that has provisional

Interconnection Service does not qualify as a Capacity Resource.
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MISO 69A.3.1.b 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Response Resources: 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Demand Response Resources: 

1. Demand Response Resources - Type I and DRR - Type II are eligible to qualify as

Capacity Resources by a Market Participant that possesses ownership or equivalent

contractual rights in the DRR by registering such resources as Capacity Resources with

the Transmission Provider as documented in the BPM for Market Registration.  A DRR -

Type-I or a DRR - Type-II that interrupts or controls demand shall demonstrate capability

and availability on an annual basis to reduce demand in response to instructions from the

Transmission Provider and shall submit such data to the Transmission Provider, as

established in the BPM for Resource Adequacy.  A Market Participant that wants to

qualify a DRR - Type II that is a behind the meter generation facility as a Capacity

Resource shall: (i) demonstrate GVTC capability for each Planning Year as established in

the BPM for Resource Adequacy; (ii) submit GVTC results to the Transmission Provider

no later than October 31 prior to such Planning Year for existing Capacity Resources; and

(iii) submit generator availability data (including, but not limited to, NERC Generation

Availability Data System information) into a database provided by the Transmission 

Provider.  A Market Participant that wants to qualify a new DRR or an existing DRR that 

has an increased installed capacity that is a behind the meter generator as a Capacity 

Resource shall submit GVTC data to the Transmission Provider prior to qualification, but 

no later than March 1 prior to the PRA, as established in the BPM for Resource 

Adequacy.   
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MISO 69A.3.1.b 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Response Resources: 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

2. Installed Capacity (ICAP) Deferral

If a Market Participant for a DRR has not completed GVTC testing by the deadlines

provided in 69A.3.1.b.1, is not expected to demonstrate deliverability, or is otherwise not

expected to demonstrate commercial operation prior to March 1, ZRCs from such

capacity may be used in the PRA or in a FRAP (including through bilateral ZRC

transactions), subject to the notification, credit, and non-compliance provisions of Section

69A.7.9.

3. Reporting generator availability data based on GVTC is not required for a DRR behind

the meter generation facility of less than 10 MW if the Market Participant has never

provided such data for such behind the meter generation facility.  A Market Participant

that begins reporting generator availability data for a behind the meter generation facility

that is less than 10 MW based on GVTC must continue to report such data.  A Demand

Response Resource that has provisional Interconnection Service does not qualify as a

Capacity Resource. In accordance with the qualification provisions in the BPM for

Resource Adequacy, the Transmission Provider will qualify a Demand Response

Resource for the upcoming Planning Year.
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MISO 69A.3.1.c 

FERC Electric Tariff External Resources: 

MODULES 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

External Resources: 

1. External Resources, including those specified in Diversity Contracts and PPAs (which are

subject to additional qualification requirements in section 69A.3.1.c.4), are eligible to

qualify as Capacity Resources by a Market Participant that possesses ownership or

equivalent contractual rights in External Resources by:  (a) registering such resources

with the Transmission Provider as documented in the BPM for Resource Adequacy; (b)

demonstrating GVTC capability for each Planning Year on an annual basis as established

in the BPM for Resource Adequacy by providing operational data, and by submitting the

GVTC results to the Transmission Provider no later than October 31 prior to such

Planning Year for existing Capacity Resources;  (c) submitting generator availability data

(including, but not limited to, NERC Generation Availability Data System information)

into a database provided by the Transmission Provider and as established in the BPM for

Resource Adequacy; (d) identifying one or more specific External Resource(s) that can

be verified by the Transmission Provider as Capacity Resource(s) and which does not

include any portion(s) of an External Resource that has already qualified as a Capacity

Resource; (e) demonstrating that there is firm transmission service from the External

Resource to the border interface CPNode of the Transmission Provider Region and either

that firm Transmission Service has been obtained to deliver capacity on the Transmission

System from the border to a Load within an LRZ or demonstrating deliverability as

described in Section 69A.3.1.g; and (f) certifying that any External Resources being

identified are not otherwise being used as capacity resources in any other RTO/ISO,  in

another resource adequacy construct , or in an external balancing authority’s resource
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MISO 69A.3.1.c 

FERC Electric Tariff External Resources: 

MODULES 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

plan for its firm end-use load and capacity sales requirements within the external 

balancing authority area.   

2. Installed Capacity (ICAP) Deferral

If a Market Participant for an External Resource has not completed GVTC testing by the

deadlines provided in 69A.3.1.c.1, is not expected to demonstrate deliverability, or is

otherwise not expected to demonstrate commercial operation prior to March 1, ZRCs

from such  capacity may be used in the PRA or in a FRAP (including through bilateral

ZRC transactions), subject to the notification, credit, and non-compliance provisions of

Section 69A.7.9.

3. Reporting generator availability data for an External Resource of less than 10 MW based

upon GVTC is not required if the Market Participant has never provided such data for

such External Resource.  A Market Participant that begins reporting generator availability

data for an External Resource that is less than 10 MW based on GVTC must continue to

report such data.  All new External Resources or an existing External Resource that has

an increased installed capacity shall submit their GVTC to the Transmission Provider

prior to qualification as established in the BPM for Resource Adequacy.  In accordance

with the qualification provisions in the BPM for Resource Adequacy, the Transmission

Provider will qualify an External Resource for the upcoming Planning Year.

4. In the case of a power purchase agreement (PPA), including, but not limited to a

Diversity Contract, then the agreement shall meet the additional qualification

requirements set forth below:
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MISO 69A.3.1.c 

FERC Electric Tariff External Resources: 

MODULES 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

i. A PPA that does not identify the full Installed Capacity of the External Resource

from which power will be supplied must specify the portions of each such

External Resource that is available under the PPA (i.e. slice-of-system resources)

and that are verifiable by the Transmission Provider.  Each External Resource

specified in such PPA must meet the criteria for a Capacity Resource for all of the

portion of the contract amount assigned to the External Resource(s).  The capacity

from the External Resource will be reduced proportionately to remove amounts

that fail to meet such criteria.

ii. A copy of every PPA must be provided by the Market Participant using External

Resources from such PPA as a Capacity Resource to the Transmission Provider to

enable it to verify the External Resource(s) that are backing the PPA and to

confirm compliance with RAR.  Any redacted versions of a PPA submitted by a

Market Participant must contain sufficient information to allow the Transmission

Provider to verify compliance with RAR.  The Transmission Provider will

maintain the confidentiality of these agreements in accordance with the

confidentiality provisions in Section 38.9 of the Tariff.

iii. For PPAs executed after April 3, 2014, one of the following must apply regarding

the external balancing authority in which the External Resource is located:

(a) In the case of unit specific sales, if the MISO Balancing Authority Area is

experiencing an Energy Emergency, the external balancing authority will not 

interrupt the PPA Schedule from the External Resource unless the generator being 

used to serve the unit specific sale has a forced outage. 
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MISO 69A.3.1.c 

FERC Electric Tariff External Resources: 

MODULES 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

(b) In the case of slice-of-system sales, if the external balancing authority area

experiences an Energy Emergency and the MISO Balancing Authority Area is 

simultaneously experiencing an Energy Emergency, the external balancing 

authority will only interrupt the PPA Schedule on a pro rata basis with the 

shedding of firm end-use load in the external balancing authority area.  Pro rata 

interruption of the PPA Schedule from the External Resource will be determined 

as the ratio of the PPA Schedule to the sum of the external balancing authority 

firm end-use load plus the PPA Schedule.  (c) If the external balancing authority 

(1) is located within the Transmission Provider’s reliability coordinator area; (2)

participates in a contingency reserve sharing group with the Transmission 

Provider; and (3) has a Seams Operating Agreement with the Transmission 

Provider containing the following features, then in the event that the external 

balancing authority area experiences an Energy Emergency and the MISO 

Balancing Authority Area is simultaneously experiencing an Energy Emergency, 

the Transmission Provider and the external balancing authority will share 

interruption of PPA Schedules from an External Resource and load shedding in 

the external balancing authority area on a pro rata basis in proportion to the end-

use load in the area under the Energy Emergency.  Pro rata sharing shall be 

determined as the respective ratio of each of the balancing authority’s end-use 

load in the Energy Emergency Area divided by the sum of the end-use load of 

each balancing authority in the Energy Emergency Area.  The Seams Operating 

Agreement must (1) ensure that the external balancing authority has established a 
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MISO 69A.3.1.c 

FERC Electric Tariff External Resources: 

MODULES 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

planning reserve margin and qualifications for planning resources using processes 

and criteria comparable to the Transmission Provider; (2) specify the actions that 

will be taken by both entities during an Energy Emergency prior to implementing 

firm end-use load shedding, and (3) specify that the external balancing authority 

will submit end-use load estimates to the Transmission Provider in a comparable 

manner as submitted by Load entities in Module E-1, provide generator GVTC 

and GADS data for all resources used to serve firm requirements of the external 

balancing authority, and provide transparency in the form of submittal of fixed 

resource plans comparable to processes used by Market Participants for Fixed 

Resource Adequacy Plans in the Transmission Provider’s Module E-1. 

iv. A PPA executed prior to April 3, 2014 will continue to qualify as a Planning

Resource for the full term of the PPA if it is only interruptible as a last resort

under Requirement 6.3 of NERC Standard EOP-002.  A Diversity Contract

executed prior to April 3, 2014 will continue to qualify as a Planning Resource, if

it is only interruptible as a last resort under Requirement 6.3 of the NERC

Standard EOP-002 between June 1st and September 30th.

v. A Market Participant may only qualify a PPA as a Capacity Resource if such

agreement establishes a firm obligation on the part of the seller of the Capacity to

deliver the Capacity to the Market Participant.

vi. If the terms and conditions in a PPA do not explicitly conform with every

requirement of Section 69A.3.1.c. 4 (i) through (iv) above, the Transmission

Provider will use alternative documentation and verification procedures to
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MISO 69A.3.1.c 

FERC Electric Tariff External Resources: 

MODULES 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

determine if the PPA qualifies as a Capacity Resource.  A party seeking Capacity 

Resource status for a non-conforming PPA must provide the Transmission 

Provider with written information regarding whether:  (a) the PPA was executed 

prior to October 20, 2008; (b) an RE has accredited the PPA to satisfy resource 

adequacy requirement provisions;  (c) the PPA has provided reliable capacity to 

the Transmission Provider Region; (d) the supplier(s) of capacity in the PPA 

commit(s) to provide the capacity to an LSE in the Transmission Provider Region 

in a defined amount at a defined location based upon the supplier(s)’ portfolio of 

generation assets; (e) energy from the PPA cannot be interrupted for economic 

reasons and will only be interrupted for force majeure type conditions as a last 

resort during Emergency conditions; (f) either the purchaser(s) or the supplier(s) 

of capacity in the PPA has committed to offer energy into the Day-Ahead Energy 

and Operating Reserves Market and all pre-Day-Ahead and the first post Day-

Ahead Reliability Assessment Commitment processes for all periods for which 

energy is available under the PPA, consistent with the must offer provisions in 

Section 69A.5;  (g) the physical resource(s) backing the PPA are identified by the 

supplier of the PPA; (h) the portion of the physical resources backing the PPA has 

not otherwise been registered by any other entity as Capacity Resources in the 

Transmission Provider Region or as capacity resources in any other region; and (i) 

if the PPA is renewed, the PPA will be modified to comply with the terms of 

section 69A.3.1.c. 4 (i) through (iv) and (vi).  The Transmission Provider will 

analyze all available alternative documentation and verification information.  
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MISO 69A.3.1.c 

FERC Electric Tariff External Resources: 

MODULES 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Based upon such analysis, the Transmission Provider will inform the party 

seeking Capacity Resource status for the PPA within 30 days whether the PPA 

qualifies as a Capacity Resource.  

vii. No PPA may be qualified as a Capacity Resource if such agreement includes

provisions permitting the seller to interrupt deliveries thereunder for reasons other

than Force Majeure.
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MISO 69A.3.1.d 

FERC Electric Tariff Use Limited Resources 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

Use Limited Resources 

The Market Participant shall identify eligible Generation Resources, Electric Storage Resources 

or External Resources to the Transmission Provider that are Use Limited Resources.  The Market 

Participant that seeks to qualify a Generation Resource or External Resource as a Use Limited 

Resource under RAR shall meet all the requirements as specified in the BPM for Resource 

Adequacy.  A Use Limited Resource must be able to operate for a minimum set of four (4) 

consecutive operating Hours across the Transmission Provider’s coincident peak for each day in 

order to qualify as a Capacity Resource, in accordance with the BPM for Resource Adequacy. 
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MISO 69A.3.1.e 

FERC Electric Tariff Intermittent Generation and Dispatchable Intermitt 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Intermittent Generation and Dispatchable Intermittent Resources 

Intermittent Generation and Dispatchable Intermittent Resources are resources that are eligible to 

qualify as a Capacity Resource by a Market Participant provided that the Market Participant:  (a) 

possesses ownership or equivalent contractual rights for the resource; (b) supplies historical 

performance data for the resource as established in the BPM for Resource Adequacy; and (c) 

registers the resource with the Transmission Provider in accordance with the BPM for Market 

Registration (if the resource is located within the MISO Balancing Authority Area metered 

boundary), or the BPM for Resource Adequacy (if the resource is located outside the MISO 

Balancing Authority Area metered boundary). 
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MISO 69A.3.1.f 

FERC Electric Tariff Curtailments 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Curtailments  

At its sole discretion, the Transmission Provider may curtail exports not being used as capacity 

by an external balancing authority and/or recall External Resources, PPAs, and Diversity 

Contracts sourced from a Capacity Resource during a declared Energy Emergency.  Procedures 

for such actions shall be specified in the operating procedures.  With respect to external 

balancing authorities that have a Seams Operating Agreement with the Transmission Provider 

pursuant to Section 69 A.3.1.c.4, during a declared Energy Emergency in the MISO Balancing 

Authority Area, the Transmission Provider shall only interrupt or reduce Export Schedules 

associated with a sale of capacity on a reciprocal pro rata basis to that required of the external 

balancing authority in Section 69A.3.1.c.4.(iii).   
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MISO 69A.3.1.g 

FERC Electric Tariff Determination of Deliverability 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

Determination of Deliverability of Generation Resources, Electric Storage Resources, 

Intermittent Generation, Dispatchable Intermittent Resources, and External Resources: 

The Transmission Provider shall be responsible for determining whether Generation Resources, 

Electric Storage Resources, Intermittent Generation, Dispatchable Intermittent Resources, and 

External Resources eligible to be Capacity Resources are deliverable to Load.  Deliverability of 

such Generation Resources, Electric Storage Resources, Intermittent Generation, Dispatchable 

Intermittent Resources and External Resources will be determined by:  

i. Demonstrating Network Resource Interconnection Service under Attachment X;

ii. Demonstrating Energy Resource Interconnection Service under Attachment X and

firm Transmission Service;

iii. Identifying firm transmission service associated with a Grandfathered Agreement

that can only be used to satisfy PRMR within the LRZ of the Load under the

Grandfathered Agreement;

iv. Demonstrating that a Generation Resource, Intermittent Generation, Dispatchable

Intermittent Resource, or External Resource was determined to be aggregate

deliverable through the market transition deliverability test by the Transmission

Provider and could qualify for Network Resource Interconnection  Service; or

v. Demonstrating that a Generation Resource, Intermittent Generation, Dispatchable

Intermittent Resource, or External Resource was accepted by the Transmission

Provider and confirmed by a Network Customer as a designated Network

Resource under the OASIS reservation process in place prior to either the initial

effective date of the Energy Market in 2005 or that Transmission Owner’s
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MISO 69A.3.1.g 

FERC Electric Tariff Determination of Deliverability 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

integration date, will be accepted by the Transmission Provider as deliverable to 

the Network Loads of the Network Customer for that term of the confirmed 

designation, as such term may be extended.  
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MISO 69A.3.1.h 

FERC Electric Tariff Decommissioning, Retirement, or Substitution of Planning Res 

MODULES 38.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Retirement, Suspension and Replacement of Planning Resources  

A Planning Resource for which a Market Participant requests a change in status in accordance 

with the System Support Resource (SSR) provisions described in Section 38.2.7 will no longer 

qualify as a Planning Resource effective as of the actual date that the status of the Planning 

Resource changes to Retire pursuant to Section 38.2.7.  A Generation Resource that has the 

status of Suspend pursuant to Section 38.2.7 will continue to qualify as a Planning Resource in 

accordance with the BPM for Resource Adequacy.  As used in this section, “cleared ZRCs” 

include ZRCs that cleared in the PRA or TPRA, were used in a FRAP, or were used to replace 

ZRCs in accordance with this section.  As used in this section, “uncleared ZRCs” include ZRCs 

that did not clear in the PRA or TPRA, were not used in a FRAP, or were not used to replace 

ZRCs in accordance with this section. If a Planning Resource for which a Market Participant 

converts Unforced Capacity into ZRCs is Retired or Suspended prior to the end of the Planning 

Year, such Market Participant must replace the cleared  ZRCs with uncleared ZRCs.  If a 

Planning Resource for which a Market Participant converts Unforced Capacity into ZRCs is 

unable to meet the applicable performance requirements for the cleared ZRCs as described in 

Sections 69A.3.9 and 69A.5 any time during the Planning Year, such Market Participant may 

replace the cleared ZRCs with uncleared ZRCs to relieve the performance requirements 

applicable to the Planning Resource.  A Planning Resource for which a Market Participant 

converts Unforced Capacity into ZRCs that are used to replace cleared ZRCs must meet the 

applicable performance requirements as described in sections 69A.3.9 and 69A.5 for the balance 

of the Planning Year.  Cleared ZRCs can be replaced with uncleared ZRCs that are not from the 

same LRZ or ERZ by examining post-replacement clearing as if it were the PRA/TPRA clearing 
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MISO 69A.3.1.h 

FERC Electric Tariff Decommissioning, Retirement, or Substitution of Planning Res 

MODULES 38.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

results, so that such replacement: (1) does not violate any CIL used in the PRA/TPRA; (2) does 

not violate any CEL used in the PRA/TPRA; (3) does not reduce the remaining total ZRCs for 

any LRZ of cleared ZRCs below the LCR for that LRZ; and (4) does not exceed any intra-

regional flow ranges established under applicable seams agreements, coordination agreements, or 

transmission service agreements.  ZRC replacements from LRZs or ERZs other than that of the 

cleared ZRCs will be processed in accordance with the following parameters: 

i. ZRC replacement shall be processed on a first come, first served basis.

ii. The amount of cleared ZRCs in each LRZ or ERZs at the time of a ZRC replacement

shall be based upon the current amounts of cleared ZRCs, including any previous 

replacement transactions.    

ZRC replacement shall have no impact on settlements from the PRA, TPRA and FRAPs. 
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MISO 69A.3.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Energy Efficiency Resources 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Energy Efficiency Resources (EE Resource) 

An Energy Efficiency Resource is a Planning Resource, in which the Market Participant 

possesses ownership or equivalent contractual rights, from an end-use customer project 

(including the installation of more efficient devices or equipment or implementation of more 

efficient processes or systems) that was implemented after July 20, 2011, exceeding then-current 

building codes, appliance standards, or other relevant standards, designed to achieve a 

continuous reduction in electric energy consumption during On Peak daylight hours, as further 

described in the BPM for Resource Adequacy.  EE Resources are eligible to qualify as Planning 

Resources by registering such EE Resources as Planning Resources with the Transmission 

Provider, as documented in the BPM for Resource Adequacy.  An EE Resource can annually 

qualify as a Planning Resource for ZRCs for up to four (4) Planning Years immediately 

following the EE Resource's initial qualification provided that the energy efficiency measures are 

fully implemented prior to each Planning Year.  ZRCs from EE Resources will be grossed-up by 

the amount of avoided transmission losses in accordance with Section 68A.8.b and also by the 

applicable PRM in accordance with Section 68A.2.  EE Resources shall not require notice, 

dispatch, or operator intervention, such that the EE Resource will reduce the total amount of 

electrical energy needed, while delivering a comparable or improved level of end-use service, in 

accordance with the BPM for Resource Adequacy.  The additional requirements for EE Resource 

measurement and verification are found in Attachment UU. 
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MISO 69A.3.3 

FERC Electric Tariff Load Modifying Resources 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Load Modifying Resources  

Load Modifying Resources can be offered as ZRCs in the PRA/TPRA or can be used in FRAPs 

pursuant to Section 69A.9.  As described below, a Demand Resource or a BTMG is eligible to 

qualify as a Load Modifying Resource if it meets the following requirements.  All LMRs that are 

cleared in the PRA/TPRA or were submitted in a FRAP  must be available for use in the event of 

an Emergency as declared by the Transmission Provider, pursuant to the Emergency operating 

procedures of the Transmission Provider, unless replaced with other ZRCs pursuant to Section 

69A.3.1.h.  ZRCs from Demand Resources will be grossed-up by the amount of avoided 

transmission losses in accordance with Section 68A.8.b and also by the applicable PRM in 

accordance with Section 68A.2.  ZRCs from BTMGs will be grossed-up by the amount of avoided 

transmission losses in accordance with Section 68A.8.b.  In accordance with the BPM for 

Resource Adequacy, the Transmission Provider will qualify an LMR for the upcoming Planning 

Year.  The amount of ZRCs from Demand Resources and BTMG has to be consistent with the 

expected reduction in demand at the time of the Transmission Provider’s expected coincident 

peak. 
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MISO 69A.3.3.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Deployment Procedures for LMR 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: February 20, 2019 

Deployment Procedures for LMR  

Procedures for deployment of LMR are found in the BPM for Resource Adequacy and 

emergency operating procedures.  Such procedures shall be consistent with the information 

provided by the Market Participant regarding availability and notice time. At a minimum the 

Market Participant will provide the deployment parameters of the LMR (as described in Sections 

69A.3.5 and 69A.3.6), during declared Emergencies prior to the use of Operating Reserves to 

achieve energy balance.  The Market Participant shall notify the Transmission Provider or Local 

Balancing Authority when the status or availability of an LMR changes, except for de minimis 

changes that do not need to be reported, according to procedures specified in the BPM for 

Resource Adequacy and emergency operating procedures.  The Transmission Provider or Local 

Balancing Authority shall coordinate with the Market Participant that owns or controls such 

LMR when necessary to deploy or notify such LMR of a planned deployment.  

The Transmission Provider or Local Balancing Authority shall coordinate with the Market 

Participant that owns or controls such LMR when necessary to notify such LMR of a planned 

deployment through the issuance of Scheduling Instructions.  LMRs may be issued Scheduling 

Instructions during a declared Emergency or in anticipation of an Emergency at the discretion of 

Transmission Provider.  LMRs shall acknowledge Scheduling Instructions issued in accordance 

with BPM for Resource Adequacy.  In the event of an anticipated Emergency where the 

Transmission Provider does not declare the actual Emergency at least two hours prior to the 

anticipated Emergency event, LMRs are not obligated to meet the Scheduling Instructions issued 

in anticipation of such Emergency and will not be penalized for non-performance.  This does not 

apply to Scheduling Instructions issued after the declaration of an Emergency. 
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MISO 69A.3.3.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Deployment Procedures for LMR 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: February 20, 2019 

An LMR that acknowledges Scheduling Instructions as required by the BPM for Resource 

Adequacy will receive credit for one (1) of the five (5) deployments or interruptions required for 

the LMR whether or not an Emergency is declared.  However, an LMR that fails to acknowledge 

the Scheduling Instructions as required by the BPM for Resource Adequacy will not receive 

credit for such deployment or interruption. 

An LMR that is also registered as an EDR resource that responds to Transmission Provider’s 

notification will be eligible to receive compensation for costs incurred, subject to Transmission 

Provider and IMM review.  However, an LMR that does not perform consistent with its 

Scheduling Instructions in the event of an Emergency is subject to the penalty provisions of 

Section 69A.3.9 and will not receive credit as one (1) of the five (5) deployments or interruptions 

required for such resource. 
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MISO 69A.3.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Resources (DR) 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Demand Resources (DR) 

Demand Resources may be deployed to reduce Demand either: (i) by a targeted Demand 

reduction amount; or (ii) to a specified firm service level.  An LSE or LMR Market Participant 

shall test, validate, and measure its Demand Resources and submit the results to the 

Transmission Provider, which shall verify all Demand Resources claimed by an LSE or LMR 

MP as an LMR, consistent with the procedures specified in the BPM for Resource Adequacy.  

The accrediting, testing, validation, measurement and verification procedures developed by the 

Transmission Provider shall take into account any applicable state regulatory, RE or other non-

jurisdictional entities’ requirements regarding duration, frequency and notification processes for 

the candidate Demand Resource.  A Demand Resource that is sensitive to temperature changes 

must identify the extent of such temperature sensitivity to the Transmission Provider with 

sufficient detail to enable the Transmission Provider to verify whether the Demand Resource 

would be subject to penalties in Section 69A.3.9 for failure to achieve the targeted Demand 

reduction amount or move the LSE to a specified firm service level.  Temperature sensitive 

analysis must include, but is not limited to, identifying the measure used for temperature changes 

and the temperature elasticity of the LSE’s Load to weather, as further described in the BPM for 

Resource Adequacy.  In accordance with the BPM for Resource Adequacy, the Transmission 

Provider will qualify a DR for the upcoming Planning Year. 
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MISO 69A.3.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Resources Eligibility 

MODULES 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 31, 2019 

Demand Resource Eligibility  

A Market Participant that possesses ownership or equivalent contractual rights in a Demand 

Resource can request accreditation for a Demand Resource as an LMR by registering such 

resource with the Transmission Provider as documented in the BPM for Resource Adequacy and 

by meeting the following requirements:  

a. The Demand Resource must be equal to or greater than 100 kW (a grouping of

smaller resources aggregated together that can reduce an LSE’s Coincident Peak

Demand may qualify in meeting this standard).

b. The Demand Resource must be available to be scheduled for a Demand reduction

at the targeted Demand reduction amount or by moving to a specified firm service

level with notice based on their physical availability but with no more than 12

Hours advance notice required from the Transmission Provider.  Limitations due

to applicable regulatory restrictions that are more restrictive than the physical

limitations of the Demand Resource will supersede the physical availability of the

Demand Resource; however, in no event shall the Demand Resource’s maximum

notice requirement be greater than 12 hours.  Further, limitations due to

contractual obligations that are more restrictive than the physical limitations of

the Demand Resource in place as of December 21, 2018 will supersede the

physical availability of the Demand Resource for the 2019/2020 and 2020/2021

Planning Years; however, in no event shall the Demand Resource’s maximum

notice requirement be greater than 12 hours.
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MISO 69A.3.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Resources Eligibility 

MODULES 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 31, 2019 

c. Once Scheduling Instructions are given by the Transmission Provider that require

a Demand reduction, the Demand Resource must be capable of ramping down to

meet the targeted Demand reduction amount or to achieve the firm service level

by the Hour designated by the Transmission Provider’s Scheduling Instructions.

d. Once the targeted amount of Demand reduction or firm service level is achieved,

the Demand Resource must be able to maintain the targeted amount of Demand

reduction or firm service level for at least four (4) continuous Hours.

e. The Demand Resource must be capable of being interrupted for at least the first

five (5) times requested based on their physical availability (when called upon by

the Transmission Provider for an Emergency) during any Planning Year for which

the Demand Resource receives credit as a Planning Resource.  This availability

must include at least the entire Summer Season.

Limitations due to applicable regulatory restrictions that are more restrictive than

the physical limitations of the Demand Resource will supersede the physical

availability of the Demand Resource; however, the Demand Resource’s

availability must include the entire Summer Season.  Further, limitations due to

contractual obligations that are more restrictive than the physical limitations of

the Demand Resource in place as of December 21, 2018 will supersede the

physical availability of the Demand Resource for the 2019/2020 and 2020/2021

Planning Years; however, the Demand Resource’s availability must include the

entire Summer Season.
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MISO 69A.3.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Resources Eligibility 

MODULES 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 31, 2019 

f. Unless the Demand Resource is unavailable as a result of maintenance

requirements or for reasons of Force Majeure, when a Demand reduction is

requested by the Transmission Provider for an Emergency, the resultant reduction

must be a reduction that would not have otherwise occurred within the next

twenty four (24) hour period.  There shall be no penalties assessed to a Market

Participant representing the entity that has offered ZRCs  from the LMR if the

Demand Resource is unavailable for interruption as a result of maintenance

requirements in accordance with Good Utility Practice, or for reasons of Force

Majeure, or in the event that the specified Demand reduction had already been

accomplished for other reasons (e.g., economic considerations, operating one’s

own Demand Resource at or above the credited level of Demand Resource, or

local reliability concerns in accordance with instructions from the Local

Balancing Authority).

g. A Demand Resource for which curtailment is not an obligation during Emergency

events declared by the Transmission Provider pursuant to the Transmission

Provider emergency operating procedures, will not qualify as an LMR.

h. A Market Participant shall be prohibited from registering a Demand Resource for

which credit is already being taken by another entity.

i. Demand Resources that are offered into the Day-Ahead and/or Real-Time Energy

and Operating Reserve Markets as price sensitive Bids are obligated to be

interrupted during an Emergency pursuant to the Transmission Provider
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MISO 69A.3.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Resources Eligibility 

MODULES 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 31, 2019 

emergency operating procedures regardless of the projected or actual Real-Time 

Energy Market LMP.  

j. A Market Participant must demonstrate demand reduction capability for each

Planning Year on an annual basis as established in the BPM for Resource

Adequacy.  Beginning with the 2020/2021 Planning Year each Demand Resource

must validate its performance by meeting the Transmission Provider’s Scheduling

Instructions when called upon during the prior Planning Year or conducting a real

power test.  A Demand Resource for which a real power test is conducted will

receive credit as one (1) of the five (5) deployments or interruptions required for

such resource for the Planning Year in which such a test occurs.

A Demand Resource may provide operational data, or develop an alternative

mechanism, subject to the approval of the Transmission Provider, by which the

demand reduction capability can be demonstrated without requiring an actual

demand reduction if a real power test is precluded or waived due to one of the

three conditions as specified below:

1) Such a real power test is precluded by any applicable regulatory

restriction and such a limitation is documented during DR registration; 

2) Contractual obligations in place as of December 21, 2018 may preclude

a test for the 2020/2021 Planning Year, but not thereafter. Such preclusion 

must be documented during DR registration; or 

3) A Market Participant may waive the obligation to conduct a real power

test by notifying the Transmission Provider during DR registration and 
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MISO 69A.3.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Resources Eligibility 

MODULES 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 31, 2019 

accepting a penalty equal to three (3) times the Hourly Real-Time Ex Post 

LMP at the Load CPNode described in and distributed pursuant to Section 

69A.3.9. A Demand Resource providing such notice must satisfy credit 

requirements by March 1 prior to the Planning Year totaling the ICAP 

value registered, but not tested, multiplied by $2,400/MW, where $2,400 

is the product of 3 * 4 * $200 to account for the three (3) times energy 

penalty assumed under the waiver, the four (4) hours of LMR 

requirements, and a $200 LMP as a proxy for pricing under emergency 

conditions. 

All existing accredited Demand Resources that neither conduct a real power test 

nor meet Scheduling Instructions issued by the Transmission Provider during the 

prior Planning Year must participate in training provided by the Transmission 

Provider on the deployment of LMRs during the prior Planning Year. Any 

existing accredited Demand Resource must submit the real power test results, 

reference performance of Scheduling Instructions for demand reduction when 

called upon during the prior Planning Year, or alternate testing mechanism, 

relevant data, and a reference of training participation to the Transmission 

Provider no later than October 31 prior to such Planning Year for existing 

accredited DR.  For new Demand Resources, a real power test must be conducted 

and results submitted to the Transmission Provider, or alternate testing 

mechanism must be submitted, prior to qualifying as an LMR, but no later than 

March 1 prior to the PRA in accordance with the BPM for Resource Adequacy. 
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MISO 69A.3.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Demand Resources Eligibility 

MODULES 36.0.0 

Effective On: March 31, 2019 

k. Market Participants providing physical, regulatory, or contractual limitations of

the notice times and availability of Demand Resources must provide appropriate

documentation to the Transmission Provider in accordance with the BPM for

Resource Adequacy.
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MISO 69A.3.6 

FERC Electric Tariff Behind the Meter Generation Eligibility 

MODULES 35.0.0 

Effective On: February 20, 2019 

Behind the Meter Generation Eligibility 

1. In accordance with the BPM for Resource Adequacy, the Transmission Provider will

qualify a BTMG for the upcoming Planning Year.  A Market Participant that possesses

ownership or equivalent contractual rights in a BTMG can request accreditation for such

BTMG by meeting the following requirements:

a. registering such resource(s) with the Transmission Provider as documented in the

BPM for Resource Adequacy.

b. demonstrating GVTC capability for each Planning Year on an annual basis as

established in the BPM for Resource Adequacy, and by submitting the GVTC

results to the Transmission Provider no later than October 31 prior to such

Planning Year for existing accredited BTMG.  All new BTMGs or an existing

accredited BTMG that has an increased installed capacity shall submit their

GVTC to the Transmission Provider prior to qualification, but no later than March

1 prior to the PRA as established in the BPM for Resource Adequacy.

c. submitting generator availability data (including, but not limited to, NERC GADS

information) into a database provided by the Transmission Provider and as

established in the BPM for Resource Adequacy.  A Market Participant is not

required to report generator availability data based on GVTC for a BTMG less

than 10 MW if the Market Participant has never provided such data for such

BTMG.  A Market Participant that begins reporting generator availability data

based upon GVTC for a BTMG that is less than 10 MW must continue to report

such data.
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MISO 69A.3.6 

FERC Electric Tariff Behind the Meter Generation Eligibility 

MODULES 35.0.0 

Effective On: February 20, 2019 

d. confirming such BTMG can be available to provide energy with notice based on

their physical capability but with no more than 12 Hours advance notice from the

Transmission Provider.  Limitations due to applicable regulatory restrictions that

are more restrictive than the physical limitations of the BTMG will supersede the

physical availability of the BTMG; however, in no event shall the BTMG’s

maximum notice time requirement be greater than 12 hours.  Further, limitations

due to contractual obligations that are more restrictive than the physical

limitations of the BTMG in place as of December 21, 2018 will supersede the

physical availability of the BTMG for the 2019/2020 and 2020/2021 Planning

Years; however, in no event will the maximum notice time requirement be greater

than 12 hours.

e. demonstrating that the BTMG is able to sustain energy production at the

accredited MW level for at least four (4) continuous Hours; and

f. demonstrating that the BTMG is capable of being deployed at the accredited MW

level at least the first five (5) times requested based on their physical capability

(when called upon by the Transmission Provider during an Emergency) during

any Planning Year for which the BTMG receives credit as a Planning Resource.

This availability must include at least the entire Summer Season.  Limitations due

to applicable regulatory restrictions that are more restrictive than the physical

limitations of the BTMG will supersede the physical availability of the BTMG;

however, the BTMG’s availability must include the entire Summer Season.

Further, limitations due to contractual obligations that are more restrictive than
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MISO 69A.3.6 

FERC Electric Tariff Behind the Meter Generation Eligibility 

MODULES 35.0.0 

Effective On: February 20, 2019 

the physical limitations of the BTMG in place as of December 21, 2018 will 

supersede the physical availability of the BTMG for the 2019/2020 and 

2020/2021 Planning Years; however, the BTMG’s availability must include the 

entire Summer Season. 

g. There shall be no penalties assessed to a Market Participant representing the entity

that has offered ZRCs from the LMR if the BTMG Resource is unavailable for

interruption as a result of maintenance requirements in accordance with Good

Utility Practice, or for reasons of Force Majeure, or in the event the specified

BTMG reduction had already been accomplished for other reasons (e.g.,

economic considerations, operating the BTMG Resource at or above the credited

level of BTMG Resource, or local reliability concerns in accordance with

instructions from the Local Balancing Authority).

h. A BTMG Resource for which operation is not an obligation during Emergency

events declared by the Transmission Provider pursuant to the Transmission

Provider emergency operating procedures, will not qualify as an LMR.

i. A Market Participant shall be prohibited from registering a BTMG Resource for

which credit is already being taken by another entity.

j. Market Participants providing physical, regulatory, or contractual limitations of

the notice time and availability of BTMG must provide appropriate

documentation to the Transmission Provider in accordance with the BPM for

Resource Adequacy.

2. Installed Capacity (ICAP) Deferral
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MISO 69A.3.6 

FERC Electric Tariff Behind the Meter Generation Eligibility 

MODULES 35.0.0 

Effective On: February 20, 2019 

If a Market Participant for a BTMG has not completed GVTC testing by the deadlines 

provided in 69A.3.6.1.b, is not expected to demonstrate deliverability, or is otherwise not 

expected to demonstrate commercial operation prior to March 1, ZRCs from such 

capacity may be used the PRA or in a FRAP (including through bilateral ZRC 

transactions), subject to the notification, credit, and non-compliance provisions of Section 

69A.7.9.  
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MISO 69A.3.7 

FERC Electric Tariff RESERVED 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 
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MISO 69A.3.8 

FERC Electric Tariff Measuring and Verifying LMR 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Measuring and Verifying LMR 

a. Demand Resources:  The Transmission Provider will review meter data provided

by the Market Participant to verify that a Demand Resource reduced to the

targeted Demand reduction amount or to a specified firm service level when

called upon.  Following a declared Emergency in which a Demand Resource is

deployed, the Market Participant who registered the Demand Resource will

collect meter data and perform calculations, consistent with the measurement and

verification protocol identified at the time of registration with the Transmission

Provider.  The Market Participant shall document the metered data and

calculations and submit the certified results to the Transmission Provider as

documented in the BPM for Resource Adequacy.

b. Behind the Meter Generation:  The Transmission Provider will review meter data

provided by the Market Participant to verify that the BTMG produced energy to

the target level requested by the Local Balancing Authority or Transmission

Provider.  Following a declared Emergency in which a BTMG is deployed, the

Market Participant who registered the BTMG will collect meter data and perform

calculations, consistent with the measurement and verification protocol identified

at the time of registration. The Market Participant shall document the metered

data and calculations and submit the certified results to the Transmission Provider

as documented in the BPM for Resource Adequacy.
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MISO 69A.3.9 

FERC Electric Tariff Penalty Provisions for LMRs 

MODULES 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Penalty Provisions for LMRs  

Unless an LMR is unavailable as a result of maintenance requirements, for reasons of Force 

Majeure, or because the number of required deployments based on the registered number has 

been reached, the Market Participant representing the entity that had ZRCs from LMRs that 

cleared in the PRA or were used in a FRAP will be subject to the following penalties in the event 

the LMR is called upon during an Emergency as declared by the Transmission Provider and the 

LMR fails to follow its Scheduling Instructions.  The penalties defined below will only apply to 

the portion of the Scheduling Instruction that is not followed during the Emergency declaration 

and will only be assessed by the Transmission Provider after giving the operator of the LMR an 

opportunity to provide documentation of the specific circumstances that would justify exemption 

from such penalties.   There will not be an LMR penalty assessed for any portion of the 

Scheduling Instruction which had already been accomplished by an LMR for other reasons (e.g., 

for economic considerations, self-scheduling at or above the credited amount of BTMG or local 

reliability concerns in accordance with instructions from the Local Balancing Authority) at the 

time the request for interruption is made by the Transmission Provider.  Likewise, for certain 

Demand Resources that are temperature dependent (e.g., a Demand Resource program involving 

air conditioning load), the specified Demand reduction may be adjusted in a manner defined in 

the measurement and verification procedures developed by the Transmission Provider to reflect 

the circumstances at the time a Demand Resource is called upon to reduce Demand.  

a. The Transmission Provider shall assess the responsible Market Participant the

costs that were otherwise incurred to replace the deficient Planning Resource at

the time the LMR is called upon by the Transmission Provider and does not
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MISO 69A.3.9 

FERC Electric Tariff Penalty Provisions for LMRs 

MODULES 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

respond in full or in part.  These costs will be the product of the amount of 

specified Demand reduction not achieved and the Hourly Real-Time Ex Post 

LMP at the Load CPNode, plus any applicable Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee 

charges.  The Transmission Provider shall allocate any such penalty revenues only 

to the Market Participants representing the LSEs in the Local Balancing Authority 

Area(s) that experienced the Emergency that required the use of an LMR.  Such 

revenues shall be distributed on a Load Ratio Share basis.  For any situation 

where either an LMR does not respond to an interruption request, including those 

circumstances where the LMR is claimed to be unavailable as a result of 

maintenance requirements or for reasons of Force Majeure, the Transmission 

Provider shall initiate an investigation with the Market Participant which has 

registered the Demand Resource or BTMG and was qualified as an LMR into the 

cause of the LMR not being available when called upon to reduce Demand.   If 

deemed appropriate by the Transmission Provider, the Transmission Provider will 

disqualify the Demand Resource or BTMG from further use as an LMR for the 

remainder of the current Planning Year, and will discontinue payment of the 

applicable ACP for the remainder of the current Planning Year when the LMR 

was unavailable. If such LMR was used in a FRAP or cleared in the PRA, then 

the Market Participant will be charged the applicable ACP for the remainder of 

the current Planning Year for the Unforced Capacity of the LMR.  The revenues 

collected will be distributed on a pro rata basis in such LRZ based upon an LSE’s 

PRMR. 
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MISO 69A.3.9 

FERC Electric Tariff Penalty Provisions for LMRs 

MODULES 37.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

b. In the event the same LMR is unavailable on a second occasion (with at least a

separation period of 24 hours) when called upon to respond to Scheduling

Instructions, except for a validated circumstance of maintenance requirements or

for reasons of Force Majeure, the Market Participant taking credit for that LMR

shall make the same penalty payment as indicated in Section 69A.3.9.a above, and

the Demand Resource or BTMG will no longer qualify as an LMR and will not

receive the applicable ACP for the remainder of the current Planning Year and

will not be eligible for LMR status for the next Planning Year. If such LMR was

used in a FRAP or cleared in the PRA, then the Market Participant will be

charged the applicable ACP for the remainder of the current planning year for the

Unforced Capacity of the LMR.  The revenues collected will be distributed on a

pro rata basis in such LRZ based upon an LSE’s PRMR.
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MISO 69A.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Planning Resource Capacity Values 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Planning Resource Capacity Values  

In order for the Transmission Provider to account for resource performance and availability, 

Capacity Resources will be given capacity values based on Unforced Capacity; LMRs will be 

given capacity values which recognize historical performance and availability; and EE Resources 

will be given capacity values based on the measurement and verification data provided for such 

resources, as provided in the BPM for Resource Adequacy. 
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MISO 69A.4.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Unforced Capacity of Capacity Resources 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

Unforced Capacity of Capacity Resources  

The Transmission Provider will determine the Unforced Capacity for each Capacity Resource. 

a. The Unforced Capacity for a Capacity Resource that is a Generation Resource or

Electric Storage Resource, but not a Dispatchable Intermittent Resource or

Intermittent Generation, is based on an evaluation of the type and volume of

interconnection service, GVTC value, and XEFORd value of such Generation

Resource or Electric Storage Resource.  Generation Resources or Electric Storage

Resources that are not required to report generator availability data will have a

forced outage rate based on the class average forced outage rate of its resource

type.  The Unforced Capacity for a Dispatchable Intermittent Resource or

Intermittent Generation will be determined by the Transmission Provider based on

historical performance, availability, and type and volume of interconnection

service, in accordance with the BPM for Resource Adequacy.

b. The Unforced Capacity for a Capacity Resource that is an External Resource is

based on the GVTC value and XEFORd values of such External Resource.

External Resources that are not required to report generator availability data will

have a forced outage rate based on the class average forced outage rate of the

resource type.

c. The Transmission Provider will determine the appropriate capacity value for DRR

that qualifies as a Capacity Resource and that interrupts or controls Load, based

upon historical performance and availability.
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MISO 69A.4.1 

FERC Electric Tariff Unforced Capacity of Capacity Resources 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

d. The Transmission Provider will determine the Unforced Capacity for each DRR

that qualifies as a Capacity Resource and that is a behind the meter generation

facility based on an evaluation of the GVTC value and XEFORd values of such

behind the meter generation facility. If such behind the meter generation facility is

interconnected to the Transmission System, the Transmission Provider will

consider the type and volume of interconnection service when determining the

Unforced Capacity. If the Market Participant is not required to provide generator

availability data it will have a forced outage rate based on the class average forced

outage rate of the resource type.

e. The Unforced Capacity for a Capacity Resource that is a Dispatchable

Intermittent Resource or Intermittent Generation will be determined by the

Transmission Provider based on historical performance, availability, and type and

volume of interconnection service, in accordance with the BPM for Resource

Adequacy.

f. The Unforced Capacity for a Capacity Resource that is an Electric Storage

Resource will be established by the Transmission Provider based on an evaluation

of the type and volume of interconnection service, a GVTC value based upon a

power and energy test, and an XEFORd. Electric Storage Resources that are not

required to report generator availability data will have an XEFORd rate based on

its class average forced outage rate.
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MISO 69A.4.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Unforced Capacity of Demand Resources 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Unforced Capacity of Demand Resources  

The Transmission Provider will determine the appropriate Unforced Capacity value for Demand 

Resources that qualify as a Planning Resource as established in the BPM for Resource 

Adequacy. 
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MISO 69A.4.3 

FERC Electric Tariff Unforced Capacity of Behind the Meter Generation 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Unforced Capacity of Behind the Meter Generation  

The Transmission Provider will determine the Unforced Capacity for each BTMG that qualifies 

as an LMR based on an evaluation of the GVTC value and XEFORd values of such BTMG.  If 

such BTMG is interconnected to the Transmission System, the Transmission Provider will 

consider the type and volume of interconnection service when determining the Unforced 

Capacity.  If the Market Participant is not required to report generator availability data, the 

BTMG will have a forced outage rate based on the class average forced outage rate of the 

resource type. 
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MISO 69A.4.4 

FERC Electric Tariff EE Resources 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

EE Resources 

The Unforced Capacity for a qualified EE Resource will be determined by the Transmission 

Provider based upon submitted measurement and verification documents, as provided in the 

BPM for Resource Adequacy. 
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MISO 69A.4.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Attributes of ZRCs 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Attributes of ZRCs  

A Market Participant that owns or possesses equivalent contractual rights to a qualified Planning 

Resource can convert the Unforced Capacity of the Resource (Unforced Capacity MW) into 

ZRCs through the MECT in order to offer such ZRCs into a PRA.  Market Participants also can 

unconvert and/or transfer ZRCs through the MECT to another Market Participant, as described in 

the BPM for Resource Adequacy. 
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MISO 69A.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Capacity Resource Must Offer and Performance Requirements 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Capacity Resource Must Offer and Performance Requirements 

a. Market Participants that convert Unforced Capacity from Capacity Resources into ZRCs

that clear in the PRA/TPRA or are used in a FRAP (and that do not replace such ZRCs in 

accordance with Section 69A.3.1.h) must submit Self-Schedules or Offers for Energy, and 

Contingency Reserve if qualified, for the Installed Capacity value of the Capacity Resources 

converted to ZRCs for each Hour of each day during the Planning Year, in the Day-Ahead 

Energy Market and all pre Day-Ahead and the first post Day-Ahead Reliability Assessment 

Commitment process.  This must offer obligation does not apply to the extent that the Capacity 

Resource is unavailable due to a full or partial forced or scheduled outage, in accordance with 

the BPM for Resource Adequacy and the BPM for Outage Operations.  The must offer obligation 

extends to all Market Participants that designate Capacity Resources for use in a TPRA or PRA.  

Capacity Resources that are the subject of Diversity Contracts, however, will be required to meet 

the must offer obligation for all days in June through September of the applicable Planning Year 

and during any other days the Capacity Resource is not obligated to meet the capacity needs of 

load outside of the Transmission Provider Region, as specified in the Diversity Contract.  Self-

Schedules or Offers for Energy must be made consistent with requirements specified in Sections 

39 and 40 of this Tariff as well as in the BPM for Resource Adequacy and the Business Practices 

Manual for Energy and Operating Reserves Markets.  Partial or full forced or scheduled outages 

or derates of Capacity Resources (other than DRRs) must be reported in the Transmission 

Provider’s Outage Scheduler, as described in further detail in the Business Practices Manual for 

Outage Operations.  Must offer requirements specified in the BPM for Resource Adequacy will 

reflect resource operational limitations, including those related to Use Limited Resources, fuel 
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MISO 69A.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Capacity Resource Must Offer and Performance Requirements 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

limited, energy output limited or Intermittent Generation and including all state regulations and 

laws, including but not limited to, state safety standards, planning reserve margins, or the 

enforcement thereof.  The Transmission Provider will monitor compliance with must offer 

requirements in accordance with the BPM for Resource Adequacy.  

b. If a Capacity Resource that has cleared ZRCs in the PRA/TPRA or is used in a FRAP is

capable of performing but fails to perform when called upon by the Transmission Provider for an 

Emergency, the Transmission Provider shall assess the owner of such Capacity Resource the 

costs that were otherwise incurred to replace the energy from the deficient Capacity Resource at 

the time that the Capacity Resource is called upon by the Transmission Provider and does not 

respond in full or in part, for each day of non-performance of such Capacity Resource, provided 

that the planned or forced outage of the Capacity Resource is not properly reported in the 

Transmission Provider’s Outage Scheduler.  These costs will be the product of the amount of 

qualified ZRCs not achieved and the real-time LMP at the Capacity Resource’s CPNode, plus 

any applicable related Revenue Sufficiency Guarantee charges.  The Transmission Provider shall 

allocate any such revenues to the Market Participants representing the LSEs in the Local 

Balancing Authority Area(s) that experienced the Emergency.  Such revenues shall be distributed 

on a Load Ratio Share basis. 

c. Market Participants must input all Energy Efficiency Resource and Load Modifying

Resource information into the MECT at least seven (7) Business Days prior to the Planning 

Resource Auction. 
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MISO 69A.6 

FERC Electric Tariff Reports 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 
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MISO 69A.6.1 

FERC Electric Tariff State RAR Standards 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

State RAR Standards  

The Transmission Provider will assist states in meeting any state resource adequacy standards by 

providing relevant MECT information as available and as may be requested by states, subject to 

the data confidentiality provisions in Section 38.9 of this Tariff.  Nothing in the RAR shall 

prohibit any state from requesting data relating to state safety standards, planning reserve 

margins, or the enforcement thereof.  
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MISO 69A.6.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Notification of PRMR Status 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Notification of PRMR Status 

The Transmission Provider will maintain databases and will report to states and the affected 

LSEs, upon request, aggregated, non-confidential information regarding jurisdictional LSEs’ 

RAR obligations during relevant time periods.  Confidential Data regarding RAR status will be 

provided to states only in accordance with the data confidentiality provisions in Section 38.9 of 

this Tariff. 
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MISO 69A.6.3 

FERC Electric Tariff Facilitation of a Bilateral Capacity Bulletin Board 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Facilitation of a Bilateral Capacity Bulletin Board  

The Transmission Provider shall maintain an electronic bulletin board platform that may be used 

by Market Participants to facilitate voluntary bilateral ZRC transactions and to monitor the 

conversion of Unforced Capacity to ZRCs. 
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MISO 69A.6.4 

FERC Electric Tariff Facilitation of LSE’s RAR Information 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Facilitation of LSE’s RAR Information  

The Transmission Provider shall, upon request, submit RAR information to the applicable RE, 

Electric Reliability Organization, state (in the case of an LSE subject to regulation or using 

delivery services rates, terms or conditions established by such state regulatory authority) or to 

the Commission, subject to the provisions of Section 38.9 of this Tariff. 
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MISO 69A.7 

FERC Electric Tariff Planning Resource Auction 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Planning Resource Auction  

Within ten (10) Business Days after the last Business Day in March, the Transmission Provider 

will conduct a PRA to determine the ACP in each LRZ and ERZ for the upcoming Planning 

Year which begins on June 1st.  The Transmission Provider will post the results of the PRA on 

its website, consistent with the standards and procedures set forth in the BPM for Resource 

Adequacy.  The Transmission Provider shall ensure that each Market Participant submitting a 

ZRC Offer is qualified to submit such an offer consistent with the Transmission Provider’s 

creditworthiness provisions. The Transmission Provider will ensure that the LCR, the CEL and 

CIL are respected for each LRZ, the CEL is respected for each ERZ, and the SREC and the SRIC 

are respected for each SRRZ, if applicable, when conducting the PRA, in accordance with the 

following provisions: 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 43.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

PRA Procedures 

a. Participating ZRCs in the PRA:  All Market Participants that own or have

contractual rights to the Planning Resources that are represented within an LRZ or ERZ 

and have converted Unforced Capacity to ZRCs, will have an option to (consistent with 

withholding provisions) submit offers into the PRA for such ZRCs, to the extent that the 

Market Participant has not opted out of the PRA by submitting a FRAP, as described in 

Section 69A.9.  Owners of jointly-owned facilities can individually offer their share of 

any such resources into the PRA, either as self-schedule price takers or with specific 

offers, or use their share of such resources as part of their FRAPs.  These ZRC Offers 

must be submitted in price/quantity pairs on a monotonically increasing basis expressed 

as MW-day and must consist of a stepped ZRC Offer curve of up to five (5) segments for 

each Planning Resource.  ZRC Offers shall be submitted to the Transmission Provider via 

the MECT during the PRA offer window.  Only ZRCs that are not otherwise committed 

for the remainder of the Planning Year are permitted to participate in either the PRA or a 

TPRA.  The PRA offer window shall begin at 12:01 am EST three (3) Business Days 

before the last Business Day in March and shall end at 11:59 pm EST on the last 

Business Day in March.  The Transmission Provider may extend or reopen the PRA offer 

window based on unanticipated events that: (i) interfere with the Transmission Provider’s 

ability to receive and/or process accurate and complete ZRC Offers or (ii) are otherwise 

likely to have a widespread negative impact on the results of the PRA.  The Transmission 

Provider shall notify Market Participants and post such notice of any extension or 

reopening of the PRA on its website.  The notice shall state the extension or reopening’s 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 43.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

circumstances, rationale, and duration.  The price associated with these ZRC Offers 

cannot exceed the CONE value for the LRZ where the ZRC is represented.  ZRC Offers 

from External Resources represented in ERZs, which are connected to single SRRZ, 

cannot exceed the greatest CONE value of all LRZs in respective SRRZ. ZRC Offers 

from External Resources represented in ERZs, which are connected to multiple SRRZs or 

are not connected to any SRRZs, cannot exceed the greatest CONE value of all LRZs in 

those connected SRRZs. 

Owners of ZRCs may bilaterally sell or buy ZRCs; however if a ZRC has cleared in the 

auction, the Market Participant that registered  the Planning Resource that is the subject 

of such ZRC shall be responsible for complying with all Tariff  requirements.  The 

Independent Market Monitor will review the actions of owners/operators of all qualified 

Unforced Capacity from Planning Resources and conversion to ZRCs to evaluate 

potential withholding of Planning Resources from the PRA, consistent with Module D.  

External Resources, including Generation Resources pseudo-tied into the MISO 

Balancing Authority Area, will be granted ZRCs in the applicable External Resource 

Zone. Notwithstanding the above, External Resources located within a Coordinating 

Owner that (i) borders the Transmission Provider Region; (ii) whose external ties are 

predominantly to the Transmission System; and (iii) has Seams Operating Agreements 

that allow for coordinated operations, will be granted ZRCs in the LRZ where their firm 

transmission service crosses the border of the Transmission Provider Region, and Border 

External Resources will be granted ZRCs in the LRZ where the Transmission System 

connects to the substation with its interconnection facilities.  Generation Resources, 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 43.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

Electric Storage Resources, Intermittent Generation and Dispatchable Intermittent 

Resources will have to meet the terms of Section 69A.3.1.g. 

To the extent a Capacity Resource is located on the border of two or more LRZs (e.g., has 

transmission lines from two or more LRZs terminating at the substation containing the 

Capacity Resource’s interconnection facilities), the Capacity Resource will be assigned to 

an LRZ as follows: 

(i) if the Capacity Resource is located within the MISO BA, MISO will

assign that Capacity Resource to the LRZ that contains the Local

Balancing Authority in which the Capacity Resource is physically located;

or

(ii) if the Capacity Resource is a Border External Resource, MISO will assign

that Capacity Resource to the LRZ with which it has the greatest electrical

connection.  This connection will be determined by the impacts of the

Resource on the system, including (i) the electrical loading of transmission

facilities within and tying to the Zone and (ii) the transmission constraints

which define the CIL and CEL for the Zone.

Once assigned, Capacity Resources which border two or more LRZs will not be 

reassigned unless significant changes occur in the Transmission Provider Region, 

including but not limited to, significant changes in LRZ boundaries, membership, the 

Transmission System, and/or Resources. 

b. Participating Demand:  All LSEs will be required to meet their PRMR through

the PRA process, unless they have opted out of the PRA pursuant to Section 69A.9 

MISO Resource Adequacy Tarriffs Module E-1

730a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 43.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

and/or have decided to pay the Capacity Deficiency Charge.  LSEs can Self-Schedule 

ZRCs to meet their PRMR, consistent with the Self-Scheduling Option in Section 

69A.7.8. The Transmission Provider will conduct the PRA based upon the total PRMR 

for the Transmission Provider Region minus the amount of PRMR associated with the 

Capacity Deficiency Charge, expressed as a fixed reliability target for all of the LSEs 

located within the Transmission Provider Region.   

c. Conducting the PRA:  The Transmission Provider will conduct the PRA using

the following auction procedures to determine the ACP for each LRZ and ERZ.  The 

PRA shall be designed to commit resources equal to one hundred percent of the PRMR 

for each LSE, minus the amount of PRMR associated with the Capacity Deficiency 

Charge but including resources used in a FRAP, in each LRZ up to the total volume of 

offered ZRCs.  All ZRCs offered at zero price will clear the PRA.  The PRA shall clear 

for each LRZ and ERZ of the Transmission Provider Region.  A multi-zone optimization 

methodology shall be employed to simultaneously perform the following tasks: (1) 

conduct the PRA to clear ZRC Offers and satisfy the total PRMR for the Transmission 

Provider Region minus the amount of PRMR associated with the Capacity Deficiency 

Charge for each LRZ of the Transmission Provider Region to yield cleared ZRCs; (2) 

meet the LCR for each LRZ; (3) efficiently use transmission transfer capability between 

LRZs and from ERZs; and (4) respect the SREC and SRIC for each SRRZ, if applicable. 

(i) Objective Function:  The objective of the multi-zone optimization

methodology shall be to minimize the as-offered overall costs of capacity 

procurement over the time horizon, subject to network constraints and SRICs and 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 43.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

SRECs, if applicable. The overall costs will include the ZRC Offers of all 

Planning Resources selected for cleared ZRCs.  CILs of each LRZ are 

simultaneous to the extent that imports into the LRZ are concurrently simulated; 

and CELs of each LRZ and ERZ are simultaneous to the extent that exports out of 

the relevant LRZ or ERZ are concurrently simulated.  Network constraints will be 

represented by an initial set of zonal CELs and CILs, driven by the dispatch from 

planning models.  The CELs and CILs will be reviewed by the Transmission 

Provider to determine if there are network loading violations when based on the 

geographical dispatch derived from the initial auction clearing.  If no network 

violation is indicated, then the auction results are final.  If a network violation is 

indicated, then reductions will be made to the affected export and import 

capabilities to avoid network violations and the auction will be cleared again with 

the new set of export and import capabilities.  After a maximum of three (3) 

successive iterations to address network violations, the auction clearing iteration 

with the fewest megawatts of network violations will be deemed as the final 

auction result.  

(ii) Time Horizon: For purposes of clearing the system-wide PRMR the time

horizon is an hour, representing the projected maximum Coincident Peak 

Demand.  For a Local Resource Zone, the time horizon is the hour representing 

the Local Resource Zone Peak Demand, over the next Planning Year for the 

Transmission Provider Region.  Coincident Peak Demand is used to establish 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 43.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

LSE’s PRMR while Local Resource Zone Peak Demand is used to establish an 

LRZ’s LRR. 

(iii) Capacity Market and Congestion Management:  The multi-zone

optimization methodology will perform congestion management simultaneously 

with the scheduling of capacity for the Planning Year.  Congestion management is 

the process where ZRCs are cleared to eliminate network constraint violations and 

to minimize the cost of serving Demand to meet applicable reliability standards. 

(iv) Model of Transmission Provider Transmission System:  The multi-zone

optimization methodology will enforce network constraints represented by CILs, 

CELs and LCRs that are obtained by using a model of the transmission system 

including Planning Resources and Demand which will be updated annually to 

reflect existing and planned transmission and generation projects.  Transmission 

and Planning Resources shall be modeled as part of the multi-zone optimization 

methodology to reflect their expected state during the Peak Hour of the 

Transmission Provider Region.  The model is of zonal form, which shall include 

all Planning Resources, Demand, and a representation of systems external to the 

Transmission Provider Region, and which will be consistent with seams 

agreements with neighboring regions.   

Network Constraints.  The multi-zone optimization methodology shall 

enforce constraints on transmission lines, transformers, and groups of 

transmission branches that compose transmission interfaces represented by 

LCR, CIL, and CEL. Most of these constraints shall represent thermal 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 43.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

limits on the power flow through transmission facilities. Certain 

constraints may impose more restrictive limits on power flow, taking into 

account contingencies and typically represented through operating guides.   

Transmission Losses.  The multi-zone optimization methodology will 

clear ZRCs to cover transmission losses; the PRMR will include estimates 

of transmission losses in its calculation. 

(v) LRZ ACP Calculation:  The Auction Clearing Price (ACP) for an LRZ is

the marginal cost of serving the Demand in that LRZ. The ACP is composed of 

the system marginal cost of capacity, the marginal cost of financially binding 

LCR, CEL, and CIL for a LRZ, (i.e., network constraints that are active at the 

optimal solution prohibiting a lower cost outcome), and the marginal cost of 

financially binding SRECs and SRICs for SRRZs, if applicable.    The ACP for an 

LRZ will be based on the total PRMR for the LRZ minus any deficiency volumes 

of PRMR for an LSE that voluntarily chooses to not participate in the Planning 

Resource Auction.  The ACP is calculated by considering the next increment or 

decrement to Demand for each LRZ.  The Transmission Provider will calculate 

ACPs for each LRZ.  For accounting purposes, ACP will be expressed in dollars 

per megawatt-day ($/MW-day).  

(vi) External Resource Zone (ERZ) ACP: The ACP for an ERZ is comprised

of the system marginal cost of capacity, marginal cost of financially binding CEL 

for the ERZ, the marginal cost of financially binding SRECs and SRICs for SRRZ 

with which the ERZ interconnects. For ERZs which connect with more than one 
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 43.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

SRRZ, or which do not directly connect to a single SRRZ, a weighted average of 

the marginal cost of financially binding SREC and SRIC will be applied, with 

weights derived from the distribution of annual energy flows into the SRRZs from 

the ERZ. For accounting purposes, ACP will be expressed in dollars per 

megawatt-day ($/MW-day). 

(vii) ACP Inputs: Primary inputs to the ACP calculation are network constraints

represented by CIL, CEL, LCR, and other constraints established by the 

Transmission Provider associated with SRECs and SRICs for SRRZs in 

accordance with applicable seams agreements, coordination agreements, or 

transmission service agreements and the set of valid ZRC Offers and the total 

PRMR for the Transmission Provider Region minus the amount of PRMR 

associated with the Capacity Deficiency Charge for each LRZ.  Valid ZRC Offers 

may include offers from ZRCs converted from confirmed Unforced Capacity 

from Planning Resources.  ZRC Offers can be submitted as Self-Schedules, in 

accordance with Section 69A.7.8. 

(viii) ACP Outputs:  For non-zero ACPs, Resources that set the ACP in a LRZ

or ERZ will be cleared in proportion to the amount of ZRCs necessary to meet the 

PRMR.  When more than one resource is marginal and offered at the ACP, then 

all resources offered at the ACP are cleared pro rata up to the amount required to 

meet the reliability requirement.  This may result in a portion of multiple 

Resources clearing as the marginal resources that set the ACP. 

(ix) Eligibility Rules:  ACPs can be set by any ZRC Offers.
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MISO 69A.7.1 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Procedures 

MODULES 43.0.0 

Effective On: December 31, 9998 

(x) ACP for Shortage Conditions:  The ACP will be set at CONE when there is

an insufficient volume of valid ZRC Offers to cover LCR or the total PRMR for 

the LRZ minus the amount of PRMR associated with the Capacity Deficiency 

Charge for an LRZ.   

(xi) Notification:  ACPs and total summarized cleared ZRC Offers determined as

described above shall be calculated and published by the Transmission Provider 

by 11:59 pm EST on the tenth Business Day following the last Business Day in 

March. 
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MISO 69A.7.2 

FERC Electric Tariff Consequences of PRA 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Consequences of PRA 

All PRA transactions will be financially binding.  Market Participants with cleared ZRC Offers 

must comply with all of the ZRC requirements for all ZRCs that clear in the PRA. 
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MISO 69A.7.3 

FERC Electric Tariff Uncleared ZRCs 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Uncleared ZRCs 

Once the PRA/TPRA has concluded, a Market Participant may convert back to Unforced 

Capacity any ZRCs that do not clear in the PRA/TPRA.  
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MISO 69A.7.4 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Reporting 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

PRA Reporting 

The Transmission Provider will not reveal the ZRC Offers submitted by any Market Participant 

in a PRA until one (1) month following the completion of the PRA, except as required pursuant 

to the provisions of Section 38.9 of the Tariff.  When the ZRC Offers are posted, price/quantity 

pairs will be made public, however the names of the Market Participants submitting such offers 

and the names of the Planning Resources offered shall not be publicly revealed.   
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MISO 69A.7.5 

FERC Electric Tariff Market Monitoring 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Market Monitoring 

All actions of Market Participants participating or failing to participate in the PRA shall be 

subject to the provisions of Module D, except to the extent that a Market Participant has opted 

out of the PRA as described in Section 69A.9.  The Transmission Provider will report any known 

attempt to exercise market power by LSEs or by Market Participants in the PRA procedures to 

the Independent Market Monitor. 
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MISO 69A.7.6 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Settlement 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

PRA Settlement 

a. Cleared ZRC Offers will be settled at the ACP for the LRZ or ERZ where the

ZRC is represented on a daily basis and the Market Participants submitting

cleared ZRC Offers will be credited on a weekly basis by the Transmission

Provider.  The Transmission Provider will settle the LSEs cost of their PRMR

minus the amount of PRMR associated with the Capacity Deficiency Charge at

the ACP for the LRZ where the Demand is located on a daily basis and will debit

LSEs weekly, to the extent that an LSE has not opted out of the PRA pursuant to

Section 69A.9.  The Transmission Provider will financially net the ZRC credits

and LSE debits for Market Participants.  Market Participants with cleared ZRCs

sourced from Diversity Contracts will receive reduced credit for any ZRC

volumes cleared above their PRMR up to the cleared volume of ZRCs from

Diversity Contracts.  The reduced compensation will be based on the total number

of days the capacity from the Diversity Contract is dedicated to Demand in the

Transmission Provider Region divided by the total number of days in the Planning

Year.

b. An LSE that submits a FRAP with PRMR in an LRZ and ZRCs in an ERZ or a

separate LRZ may be subject to a ZDC, as described below:

(i) The Zonal Deliverability Charge will be the maximum of: (a) the difference

between the ACP for the LSE’s PRMR within an LRZ where an LSE has Demand 

that is not met by ZRCs from Planning Resources that are represented in such 

LRZ and the ACP in the LRZ or ERZ where the LSE’s ZRCs are represented; or 
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MISO 69A.7.6 

FERC Electric Tariff PRA Settlement 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

(b) zero.  The Transmission Provider will multiply the ZDC by the ZRCs to

obtain the deliverability charge that the Transmission Provider will assess the 

LSE.  The Zonal Deliverability Charge will only be assessed to an LSE's Load 

that is part of a FRAP. 

c. Any portion of an LSE's PRMR not covered by the FRAP, minus the amount of

PRMR associated with the Capacity Deficiency Charge, shall be purchased

through the PRA.  An LSE will be charged the applicable ACP for any PRMR

that is not recovered by ZRCs in a FRAP.
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MISO 69A.7.7 

FERC Electric Tariff Distribution of Excess Auction Revenue 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Distribution of Excess Auction Revenue 

The following provisions address situations where LSEs will be entitled to receive financial 

benefits on contractual commitments and/or use of the Transmission System.  These benefits will 

provide LSEs with financial hedges for ACP separation between LRZs and/or ERZs based on 

excess revenue from the Planning Resource Auction. 

The Transmission Provider will distribute any such excess revenues in two stages:  

(i) in the first stage, the Transmission Provider shall distribute such excess revenues

to LSEs qualifying for Historic Unit Considerations (HUCs) as described in

Section 69A.7.7(a) and ZDC Hedges as described in Section 69A.7.7.(b), then

(ii) any remaining excess revenue will be distributed in accordance with the Zonal

Deliverability Benefit provisions of Section 69A.7.7(c).

The LSE will only receive excess PRA revenue if the ACP paid by the LSE is higher than the 

ACP received for such Planning Resources. If there are not sufficient excess revenues to fully 

fund all Historic Unit Considerations and ZDC Hedges, the revenues will be allocated on a pro 

rata basis to all HUCs and ZDC Hedges. 
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MISO 69A.7.7(a) 

FERC Electric Tariff Historic Unit Considerations 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Historic Unit Considerations (HUCs) 

The Transmission Provider will allocate excess PRA revenue to LSEs with ownership or 

contractual arrangements, limited to a) Grandfathered Agreements, b) arrangements that predate 

July 20th, 2011, or c) arrangements that predate March 26, 2018 and pertain to External 

Resource represented in External Resource Zones in which:  

i. The LSE has PRMR obligations equal to or greater than the amount of the

Planning Resource designated in the arrangement;

ii. The Planning Resource designated in the arrangement and PRMR obligation span

multiple LRZs and/or ERZs;

iii. The LSE has long-term (five years or more) contracts for or ownership of the

Planning Resource and has maintained continuous firm Transmission Service or

firm Network Resource Interconnection Service, and in the case of External

Resources, firm transmission service on the applicable external Balancing

Authority transmission system, for that Planning Resource to the LRZ containing

the LSE’s associated PRMR obligation; and

iv. LSEs must note qualification for HUCs and submit information supporting HUC

eligibility to the Transmission Provider by November 1st prior to a Planning Year.

A combination of arrangements that require the delivery of capacity throughout the Planning 

Year will qualify to receive excess PRA revenue through a HUC, provided that the arrangements 

satisfy the criteria herein.  The volume of MW eligible to receive excess PRA revenue will be the 

lesser of the cleared ZRCs from the Planning Resource(s) or the amount of PRMR that are 

associated with the qualified arrangement.  A qualified arrangement shall remain eligible to 
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MISO 69A.7.7(a) 

FERC Electric Tariff Historic Unit Considerations 

MODULES 34.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

receive excess PRA revenue for the current term of the executed contract, excluding any 

evergreen contract extension, or for two Planning Years, whichever is longer.  In the event that 

the owned resource status is changed to retired, the transmission service is not maintained, or the 

arrangement is terminated or otherwise expires, the arrangement shall no longer be eligible to 

receive excess PRA revenue. 
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MISO 69A.7.7(b) 

FERC Electric Tariff ZDC Hedges 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

ZDC Hedges 

An LSE will also be able to receive excess Planning Resource Auction revenue if the LSE 

qualifies for a ZDC Hedge.  A ZDC Hedge can result from approved firm Transmission Service 

Request where the source and sink are in separate LRZs or between an LRZ and an ERZ that 

result in required Network Upgrades. The Market Participant that funds the Transmission System 

upgrades that result in an increase in the CIL, as determined by the Transmission Provider, for an 

LRZ where the sink is located, will receive a ZDC Hedge.  The Market Participant submitting 

the Transmission Service Request will receive one hundred percent(100%) of the MW volume of 

the CIL increase. ZDC Hedges will be granted based upon the order that the Transmission 

Provider receives Transmission Service Requests.  Market Participants must submit information 

supporting ZDC Hedges to the Transmission Provider by November 1st prior to a Planning Year.  

The volume of a ZDC Hedge will be the incremental increase in the CIL that resulted from the 

Network Upgrades identified in the approved firm Transmission Service Request.  ZDC Hedges 

will be effective for thirty (30) years or the service life of the Transmission System facility or 

Network Upgrade, whichever is less. 
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MISO 69A.7.7(c) 

FERC Electric Tariff Zonal Deliverability Benefit 

MODULES 35.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Zonal Deliverability Benefit  

If there are any remaining excess PRA revenues, the Transmission Provider will distribute the 

remaining amounts to Deliverability Benefit Zones. 

First, the Transmission Provider will subtract PRMR and ZRCs associated with HUCs and ZDC 

Hedges to derive an adjusted PRMR (Adjusted PRMR) and ZRC (Adjusted ZRC). Second, the 

Transmission Provider shall create a DBZ for each group of LRZs that have equal ACPs which 

result from the same auction constraint. Third, the Transmission Provider, for each DBZ, will 

subtract the sum of Adjusted PRMR for each LRZ within the DBZ from the sum of Adjusted 

ZRCs for each LRZ within the DBZ. A DBZ will be considered a net importing DBZ if the sum 

of the Adjusted PRMR is greater than the sum of Adjusted ZRCs. A DBZ will be considered a 

net exporting DBZ if the sum of the Adjusted PRMR is less than the sum of Adjusted ZRCs. A 

net exporting DBZ shall not receive any ZDB credit. A net importing DBZ shall receive a ZDB 

credit allocation based upon a weighted average approach. Fourth, the Transmission Provider 

will calculate the weighted average ACP of all net exporting DBZs (Weighted Average Export 

ACP) to determine a financial value of export capacity within the Transmission Provider region 

per the formula below: 

Where j = Each net exporting DBZ 

Fifth, the Transmission Provider will calculate the ZDB credit allocation, in dollars, for each net 

importing DBZ: 
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MISO 69A.7.7(c) 

FERC Electric Tariff Zonal Deliverability Benefit 

MODULES 35.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Where k = Each net importing DBZ 

Finally, the Transmission Provider will distribute the ZDB credit in each DBZk by dividing the 

ZDB credit by the sum of Adjusted PRMR of the LRZs within each DBZk. This distribution is a 

credit to the initial ACP calculated for each LRZ from the PRA. 

The Transmission Provider will receive FRAP related revenue from Zonal Deliverability 

Charges. The Transmission Provider will allocate such revenue to the DBZ where the PRMR 

associated with the ZDC is physically located. This revenue will be allocated on a pro rata basis 

by Adjusted PRMR to all LSEs within the DBZ to develop an ACP credit adjustment. 

The Transmission Provider will also receive FRAP related revenues derived from FRAP ZRCs 

that would have received payments greater than the charges to the associated FRAP PRMR. The 

Transmission Provider will allocate such revenue to the DBZ where the ZRC associated with the 

FRAP is represented.  This revenue will be allocated on a pro rata basis by Adjusted PRMR to 

all LSEs within the DBZ to develop an ACP credit adjustment. 

MISO Resource Adequacy Tarriffs Module E-1

748a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 8/5/2019 9:48:40 A

M



MISO 69A.7.7(d) 

FERC Electric Tariff Local Clearing Requirement Charge 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Whenever an LRZ has an ACP that exceeds the System ACP because the LCR for that LRZ 

exceeds the sum of PRMR for LSEs within that LRZ, payments made to ZRCs in that LRZ will 

exceed the sum of receipts from LSEs within that LRZ plus any receipts from other LRZs related 

to such ZRCs.  The revenue shortfall within such LRZ will be recovered from all LSEs within 

that LRZ on a PRMR pro-rata basis.  PRMR covered by FRAPs will be included in the pro-rata 

calculation, and the related amounts charged to the LSEs that use FRAPs through this Local 

Clearing Requirement Charge. 
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MISO 69A.7.8 

FERC Electric Tariff Self-Scheduling Option: 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Self-Scheduling Option:   

LSEs with sufficient ZRCs within an LRZ where the LSE has forecasted Demand will be able to 

avoid the financial impact of that LRZ’s ACP by Self-Scheduling such ZRCs into the PRA (i.e., 

by Offering ZRCs into the PRA at a zero price so that the ZRCs will clear).  For Planning 

Resources associated with ZRCs represented outside the LRZ where the LSE has PRMR, an LSE 

would also need to use the financial hedges described in Section 69A.7.7 to avoid the financial 

effects of potential price differences between LRZs or between an LRZ and an ERZ.  
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MISO 69A.7.9 

FERC Electric Tariff ICAP Deferral Requirements and Charges 

MODULES 39.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Installed Capacity (ICAP) Deferral Requirements and Charges 

a. ICAP Deferral Notice.  Market Participants that request ICAP deferral as provided in

Sections 69A.3.1.a.2, 69A.3.1.b.2, 69A.3.1.c.2, and/or 69A.3.6.2. must provide an ICAP

Deferral Notice to the Transmission Provider in writing by an officer of the company no

later than February 15th prior to the Planning Year: (1) the expected ICAP value (in

megawatts) from such Planning Resource and if the Planning Resource is new, the LBA

or external BA where it is represented, (2) appropriate information validating that ICAP

will be submitted to the Transmission Provider by the last business day of May prior to

the Planning Year.

b. ICAP Deferral Credit Requirements.  A Market Participant that provides ICAP Deferral

Notice must satisfy credit requirements by March 1st prior to the Planning Year totaling

the ICAP value provided in the ICAP Deferral Notice, multiplied by ninety (90) days of

daily CONE values (i.e., 90/365 times CONE) for the LRZ where the Planning Resource

is represented. If the Planning Resource is represented in an ERZ connected to a single

SRRZ, the applicable CONE value will be the greatest CONE value of all LRZs in

respective SRRZ. For External Resources represented in ERZs which are connected to

multiple SRRZs, or which are not directly connected to any SRRZs, the applicable

CONE value will be the greatest CONE value of all LRZs in those connected SRRZs.  If

the Market Participant: (1) submits GVTC results, demonstrates deliverability, and

demonstrates commercial operation, or (2) registers replacement ZRCs in accordance

with Section 69A.3.1.h, then the Transmission Provider will adjust the Market

Participant’s credit requirement to account for these changes within ten (10) Business
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MISO 69A.7.9 

FERC Electric Tariff ICAP Deferral Requirements and Charges 

MODULES 39.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Days after ICAP is submitted or replacement ZRCs have been provided to the 

Transmission Provider.  In the event ZRCs associated with a Planning Resource for 

which ICAP has been deferred are unconverted in accordance with 69A.7.3, the Market 

Participant may provide notice to the Transmission Provider that it wishes to forfeit the 

deferred ICAP value.  Then the Transmission Provider will adjust the Market 

Participant’s ICAP value and credit requirement within ten (10) Business Days. 

c. ICAP Deferral Non-Compliance Charges.

i. A Market Participant that provides ICAP Deferral Notice and that either (1) has

not submitted ICAP for such Planning Resources by the last business day of May

prior to the Planning Year, or (2) has submitted an ICAP value demonstrating

fewer megawatts are available than the ICAP value submitted in the ICAP

Deferral Notice, shall be assessed ICAP Deferral Non-Compliance Charges unless

it completes ZRC replacement in accordance with Section 69A.3.1.h.  Assessment

of ICAP Deferral Non-Compliance Charges will commence on June 1st of the

Planning Year and continue until ICAP is submitted and verified by the

Transmission Provider, or replacement ZRCs are registered per the BPM for

Resource Adequacy, or the ICAP value is forfeited, or the end of the Planning

Year, whichever is earlier.  Market Participants with Planning Resources subject

to ICAP Deferral Non-Compliance Charges do not have to meet the applicable

performance requirement as described in Sections 69A.3.9 and 69A.5 for such

Resources, until such time that they are no longer subject to these charges.
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MISO 69A.7.9 

FERC Electric Tariff ICAP Deferral Requirements and Charges 

MODULES 39.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

ii. ICAP Deferral Non-Compliance Charges will be calculated as follows:  the

amount of ICAP that has not been submitted to the Transmission Provider

multiplied by the sum of the ACP and the daily CONE value (i.e., 1/365 times

CONE). The ACP and the CONE values will be based on the LRZ where the

Planning Resource is represented. If the Planning Resource is represented in an

ERZ connected to a single SRRZ, the applicable CONE value will be the greatest

CONE value of all LRZs in respective SRRZ. For External Resources represented

in ERZs which are connected to multiple SRRZs or which are not connected to

any SRRZs, the applicable CONE value will be the greatest CONE value of all

LRZs in those connected SRRZs.

iii. Distribution of ICAP Deferral Non-Compliance Charges:  ICAP Deferral Non-

Compliance Charge revenues received by the Transmission Provider will be

distributed to LSEs that have met their PRMR during the Planning Year on a pro

rata basis, based upon the LSE’s share of total PRMR for the Transmission

Provider Region.
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MISO 69A.8 

FERC Electric Tariff Calculation of CONE 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

Calculation of CONE 

a. The CONE value shall initially be the rate proposed by the Transmission Provider in a

2012 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission filing and approved by the Commission for

the Planning Year commencing on June 1, 2013.  The Transmission Provider and the

IMM shall consider factors, including, but not limited to: (1) physical factors (such as,

the type of Generation Resource that could reasonably be constructed to provide Planning

Resources, costs associated with locating the Generation Resource within the

Transmission Provider Region, the estimated costs of fuel for the Generation Resource);

(2) financial factors (such as, the hypothetical debt/equity ratio for the Generation

Resource, the cost of capital, a reasonable return on equity, applicable taxes, interest, 

insurance); and (3) other costs (such as, costs related to permitting, environmental 

compliance, operating and maintenance expenses).  In calculating the CONE, the 

Transmission Provider and the IMM shall not consider the anticipated net revenue from 

the sale of capacity, Energy or Ancillary Services.  CONE values will be calculated for 

each LRZ.  The Transmission Provider shall arrange for CONE values to be calculated in 

concert with the IMM no later than September 1 beginning on September 1, 2012.  The 

recalculated CONE values shall be filed with the Commission annually thereafter. 
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MISO 69A.9 

FERC Electric Tariff Opting Out of the Planning Resource Auction 

MODULES 36.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

Opting Out of the Planning Resource Auction 

An LSE electing to opt out of the PRA can continue to use its existing resource planning 

processes to meet their PRMR by providing the Transmission Provider with a Fixed Resource 

Adequacy Plan (FRAP), as described below:  

a. An LSE electing to opt out of the PRA must submit a Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan

(FRAP) for each LRZ to the Transmission Provider by the 7th business day of March

prior to a Planning Year in order for the LSE to demonstrate that the LSE has designated

ZRCs in order to meet all or a portion of the LSE’s PRMR for such LRZ.  Market

Participants submitting registrations for new and existing Load Modifying Resources can

be included in the Module E Capacity Tracking Tool beginning as early as December

prior to the Planning year.  Load Modifying Resources registrations submitted to the

Transmission Provider will be evaluated to determine if Load Modifying Resources meet

the qualification requirements. Market Participants that submit registrations by February

1 prior to the Planning Year will be evaluated by the Transmission Provider and will be

notified of the outcome on or before February 21 that precedes the Planning Year.

Market Participants that submit registrations between February 2 and February 15 prior

to the Planning Year will be evaluated by the Transmission Provider and will be notified

of the outcome at least two business days prior to the FRAP deadline.  The Transmission

Provider will make a good faith effort to notify Market Participants that submit

registrations after February 15 but not later than March 1 of the outcomes of such

registrations no later than the FRAP deadline.  The FRAP must include the LSE’s

forecasted Coincident Peak Demand for each LRZ for a Planning Year and also identify
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MISO 69A.9 

FERC Electric Tariff Opting Out of the Planning Resource Auction 

MODULES 36.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

the ZRCs that the LSE owns, or has contractual rights to, in order to provide Planning 

Resources to meet its total PRMR and also its load ratio share of the LCR for each LRZ.  

The Transmission Provider will evaluate each LSE’s FRAP to determine if it meets the 

LSE’s PRMR and the LSE’s share of LCR and the Transmission Provider will notify the 

LSE via the MECT prior to March 15th before a Planning Year of the extent that an 

LSE’s PRMR or share of LCR for each LRZ is not covered by a submitted FRAP.  The 

LSE will have until the PRA offer window opens to remedy any deficiencies in their 

FRAP. 

b. An LSE that submits a FRAP for an LRZ will be able to opt out of the PRA for such

Planning Year for such LRZ, to the extent that the LSE’s ZRCs satisfy the LSE’s PRMR.

To the extent that an LSE that has opted out of the PRA: (1) the LSE will not have an

obligation to make ZRC Offers for the ZRCs included in the FRAP into the PRA, or

otherwise participate in the PRA for such Planning Year; and (2) the LSE will not have

an obligation to pay the applicable ACP for the LSE’s PRMR within such LRZ that is

covered by the FRAP.  The Transmission Provider will consider all PRMR and ZRCs,

including PRMR and ZRCs in FRAPs, as part of the Transmission Provider’s reliability

assessment when conducting the PRA.

c. Any portion of an LSE’s PRMR not covered by the FRAP may be purchased through the

PRA.  An LSE will be charged the applicable ACP for any PRMR that is procured

through the PRA.  An LSE that is capacity deficient will be assessed a Capacity

Deficiency Charge in accordance with Section 69A.10.
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MISO 69A.9 

FERC Electric Tariff Opting Out of the Planning Resource Auction 

MODULES 36.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

d. If an LSE owns or controls ZRCs that are not included in the LSE’s FRAP, then such

LSE may submit ZRC Offers into the PRA for all such excess ZRCs, subject to Module

D.

e. Any ZRCs included in the FRAP from new resources  needed to meet an LSE’s PRMR

will be exempt from application of the minimum offer price provisions.

f. To the extent that an LSE designates ZRCs in a FRAP that are represented in the same

LRZ as the LSE’s Demand to meet the LSE’s PRMR for such LRZ, then the LSE will not

be subject to a Zonal Deliverability Charge for such ZRCs.

g. An LSE that contains ZRCs from Planning Resources that are not represented in the same

LRZ where the LSE has Demand may be subject to a Zonal Deliverability Charge, which

will be calculated as described in Section 69A.7.6(b).
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MISO 69A.10 

FERC Electric Tariff Capacity Deficiency Charge 

MODULES 31.0.0 

Effective On: March 1, 2018 

a. The Transmission Provider will impose a Capacity Deficiency Charge on an LSE that has not

demonstrated, at the close of the Planning Resource Auction, to the Transmission Provider, 

through the MECT, that it has arranged sufficient zonal capacity resources to meets it PRMR.  

The annual Capacity Deficiency Charge will be calculated as follows:  The CONE value for the 

LRZ where the LSE has not arranged through the MECT sufficient ZRCs will be multiplied by 

2.748 times the number of Zonal Resource Credits that the LSE is deficient.  The Capacity 

Deficiency Charge will be assessed to a capacity deficient LSE on the first business day after the 

results of the Planning Resource Auction have been published. 

b. Distribution of Capacity Charge Revenues:  Capacity Deficiency Charge revenues received

by the Transmission Provider will be distributed to LSEs on a pro rata basis, based upon the 

LSE's share of total PRMR for the Transmission Provider Region for LSEs that have met their 

PRMR during the Planning Year.  If the LRZ where the LSE incurred Capacity Deficiency 

Charges failed to meet its Local Clearing Requirement ("LCR"), then Capacity Deficiency 

Charge revenues will be allocated solely to LSEs that have met their PRMR in such LRZ.  

Otherwise, Capacity Deficiency Charge revenues will be allocated to all LSEs that have met 

their PRMR in the Transmission Provider Region. 
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MISO 69A.11.11 

FERC Electric Tariff ZDC Charges and ZDC Hedges 

MODULES 33.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

A New LSE will be subject to the Zonal Deliverability Charge consistent with Section 

69A.7.6(b) if the New LSE submits a Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan to meet all or a portion of 

its Planning Reserve Margin Requirements.  A New LSE will be able to receive excess TPRA 

revenue if a New LSE qualifies for a ZDC Hedge, consistent with Section 69A.7.7(b).  A New 

LSE will be entitled to a Zonal Deliverability Benefit in accordance with Section 69A.7.7(c).  A 

New LSE will be allocated, as appropriate Local Clearing Requirement Charges in accordance 

with Section 69A.7.7(d).  The Tariff provisions in Module E-1 apply to existing LSEs.  New 

LSEs are only subject to the provisions of Module E-2, except to the extent that Module E-2 

Tariff provisions incorporate Module E-1 requirements by reference. 
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MISO 69A.11.12 

FERC Electric Tariff Distribution of Excess Auction Revenue 

MODULES 32.0.0 

Effective On: November 1, 2018 

The Transmission Provider will distribute any excess TPRA revenues: first, to Historic Unit 

Considerations as described in Section 69A.7.7(a) and ZDC Hedges as described in Section 

69A.7.7(b). Any remaining amounts will be distributed in accordance with the Zonal 

Deliverability Benefit provisions of Section 69A.7.7(c).  

The LSE will only receive excess PRA revenue if the ACP paid by the LSE is higher than the 

ACP received for such Planning Resources. If there are not sufficient excess revenues to fully 

fund all Historic Unit Considerations and ZDC Hedges, the revenues will be allocated on a pro 

rata basis to all HUCs and ZDC Hedges. 
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